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Abstract
This dissertation develops a systematic approach to the archaeological study of deposition
using legacy data. As proof of concept, I reassess the major votive deposits from the Heraion of
Perachora—contained on the upper and lower terraces—excavated in the early 20th century. By
investigating the stratigraphy in the areas associated with these deposits, I elucidate a more
comprehensive understanding of Perachora’s depositional history. I show that the activities
precipitating deposition—like the separation of votives and burnt remains—are indicative of ongoing maintenance concerns, rather than responses to specific events.
By correlating the evidence for deposition using underutilized archival material, I trace
inconsistencies in interpretations of votive deposits resulting from excavation methods,
documentation, manuscript/publication revisions, and other losses of knowledge. My analysis
progresses from low- to high-level inference. I start with reconstructing the evidence for
deposition in association with named deposits (low-level). This enables me to present a new
stratigraphy by reconstructing attributes of the deposits (e.g., extent, form/shape, sedimentary
make-up) and depositional assemblages (e.g., state of preservation, spatial relation/patterning,
manner/frequency of disposal). I synthesize this evidence, reconstructing the sequencing of
layers and their relation in and across deposits, which I refer to as depositional episodes
(medium-level). I demonstrate that interpretations of votive deposits—as classified by the
excavators—have obscured our recognition of episodes of deposition, including distinct,
recurring sequences of votives and burnt remains in different locations and periods.
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I investigate maintenance—the activities and strategies that serve to regulate and sustain a
space’s use—for the Heraion (high-level), engaging with scholarly interest in using contextual
analysis of materials to reconstruct religious practices. Considering the deposition of votives as
part of sanctuary maintenance strategies, I hypothesize about actions and circumstances
contributing to recognizable deposition resulting from maintenance, such as concerns with
keeping remains from distinct practices separate or the use of occupiable space for deposition in
association with everyday occupation. I use the overlooked documentation of deposition to
reconsider the maintenance decisions governing the formation of deposits at Perachora and show
that my methodology provides new insights into the role of deposition in physically shaping
space.

ii

Dedication

For my family and friends, without whom this would not have been possible.

To my extraordinary parents, Annie and Dwayne Heglar, who have always supported my
endeavors. To Don and Juanita Heglar, who were always uplifting. To Nick, Joanna, and Josie
Heglar, who were always a reminder to take time for the little things throughout this process. To
Becky, Barry, and Aidan Kelley, whose added support is much appreciated. To Michael
Toumazou, without whom I would have never had the opportunity to start down this path. To
Gretchen Stricker, who has been a sounding board and stead-fast friend.

To Dylan Kelley, who opted not only to listen to my ramblings, but to help me create a home and
then allowed me to fill it with frantic writing and a Blue.

In loving memory of Rudy Beaver with the promise not to take any wooden nickels.
In loving memory of Pam Beaver who taught me to always strive to do my best and that even if
we don’t finish our bucket lists, it is the trying that fills life with the little moments.

iii

Acknowledgements
I owe a great deal of gratitude to Professor Astrid Lindenlauf, who has aided in my
endeavors at various stages in my career at Bryn Mawr. My writing, understanding of
archaeology, and appreciation for the discipline have benefited from her willingness to fill the
role of a mentor. I am very grateful for her feedback, which has encouraged me to both defend
and reevaluate my convictions. I appreciate her encouraging my interest in depositional
processes and challenging me not only to ask new questions, but to ground those questions in a
firm understanding of the existing scholarship. Her willingness to spend hours discussing ideas
and her insightful commentary remain a source of inspiration.
This dissertation has benefited from the support I have received both at Bryn Mawr and
beyond. My time at Bryn Mawr gave me the opportunity to work with many faculty and
colleagues who have helped foster my academic growth. I am truly grateful to have had the
opportunity to learn in this environment. Specifically, I want to acknowledge professors A.
Donohue, Radcliffe Edmonds, Evrydiki Tasopoulou, and Jim Wright, who contributed in ways
large and small to my development as a scholar. Their advice, encouragement, and critiques are
deeply appreciated and have helped shape the ideas presented in this dissertation. My
membership at the American School of Classical Studies at Athens came at a time when I was
trying to refine my interest in a research topic, and I am indebted to the exposure not only to the
Greek world, but to numerous colleagues and friends who supported my interest in site
maintenance. The exposure to various sites and perspectives provided me with a broader

iv

knowledge of the subject that would have otherwise been missing from my work. I am truly
appreciative of the time and effort numerous individuals have expended on my behalf.
I have been fortunate to be able to conduct research abroad and received generous financial
support from the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences and the Department of Classical and
Near Eastern Archaeology. I also received support and accommodation from several institutions
without which this research would not have been possible. I am extremely grateful to the
ASCSA, which facilitated my research as a visiting scholar and filed for a permit allowing me to
study the materials from Perachora at the National Archaeological Museum in Athens. I would
also like to thank the staff at the American School for welcoming me and providing a home away
from home during my research trips. I am equally indebted to the British School of Archaeology
at Athens, without whose support I would not have been able to work on the material from
Perachora. I would like to thank Professor John Bennet for permission to work on the materials.
I am appreciative of the help of the staff at the Beazley Archive, who facilitated my review of
Dunbabin’s extensive collection. I owe a great deal of thanks to Amalia Kakissis, the BSA
archivist, whose unfailing patience and insights were extraordinarily helpful as I worked my way
through the archival materials and asked repeatedly to return to materials for cross-comparison.
Likewise, I would like to thank the staff at the National Archaeological Museum in Athens for
allowing me to study the objects from Perachora. I am extraordinarily grateful to Maria
Chidiroglou for her unfailing ability not only to locate materials, but to find interest in my
research topic.

v

Table of Contents
Abstract

i

Dedication

iii

Acknowledgements

iv

Table of Contents

vi

List of Illustrations

xi

Abbreviations of Publications and Archival Materials
Chapter 1. General Introduction

xxxii
1

PART I. Establishing a Methodology for Reconstructing Deposition and Characterizing
Perachora as a Case Study
11
Chapter 2. Defining a Depositional Approach: Deposits, Depositional Episodes, and
Maintenance

14

2.1. Introduction

14

2.2. Deposition as an Archaeological Construct
2.2.1a. Deposition in Deposits
2.2.1b. Deposition in Votive Deposits
2.2.2. Deposition and Depositional Episodes

18
19
35
44

2.3. Deposition and Maintenance

56

2.4. Concluding Remarks

62

Chapter 3. Perachora: Topography, History, and Named Votive Deposits

64

3.1. Introduction

64

3.2. Perachora as a Cult Center: The Archaeological Evidence

69

3.3. Situating the Cult Center: Physical and Historical Context

72

3.4. The Archaeological Evidence: An Overview
3.4.1. The Lower Terrace and the Sanctuary of Hera Akraia
3.4.1a. The Geometric Phase

80
82
82

vi

3.4.1b. The Archaic Phase
3.4.1c. The Late Classical and Early Hellenistic Phases
3.4.2. The Upper Terrace and the Temple of Hera Limenia
3.4.2a. The Late Geometric and Early Archaic Phases
3.4.2b. The Archaic Phase
3.4.2c. The Classical and Hellenistic Phases
3.4.3. Preliminary Remarks: The Archaeological Evidence

88
93
95
98
104
106
107

3.5. Two Sanctuaries, or One Cult Complex?

108

3.6. Concluding Remarks

114

Chapter 4. Perachora: Research Interests and the Study of the Material Record

118

4.1. Introduction

118

4.2. Investigating Broader Research Questions: The Dedicatory Assemblage
4.2.1. The Materiality of Cult Practices: Location, Affiliation, and Origin
4.2.2. Establishing Cult Activities: The Form and Function of Finds

121
122
135

4.3. Concluding Remarks

147

Chapter 5. Dealing with Legacy Data: The Archaeological Evidence for Perachora

149

5.1. Introduction

149

5.2. Preexisting Data Sets: The State of the Record for Perachora

151

5.3. The Legacy Data: Documentation in the Publications and Archival Materials
5.3.1. Visibility and Disturbances: Pre-Excavation References to Perachora
5.3.2. Excavations at Perachora: From 1930–1936
5.3.2a. 1930 Season
5.3.2b. 1931 Season
5.3.2c. 1932 Season
5.3.2d. 1933 Season
5.3.2e. 1934–1936 Seasons
5.3.3. Finalizing Primary Publications: 1936–1939, 1945–1955
5.3.4. After the Primary Publications: Supplemental Excavations and Investigations

155
156
158
162
164
168
175
177
179
183

5.4. Assessing the Archival Record

187

5.5. The Isolation and Documentation of Deposits at Perachora

199

5.6. Concluding Remarks

210

PART II. Reconstructing Votive Deposits and Depositional Episodes: Low- and MediumLevel Inferences about the Depositional Evidence for Perachora
212
Chapter 6. The Eastern Area of the Lower Terrace (Area 1): The Geometric Deposit,
Helladic Deposit, and Fibula Deposit

vii

217

6.1. Introduction

217

6.2. Reconstructing Area 1: The Publications
6.2.1. The Geometric Deposit
6.2.2. The Helladic Deposit
6.2.3. The Fibula Deposit

218
220
227
232

6.3. Reconstructing Area 1: The Archival Record
6.3.1. The Geometric Deposit
6.3.1a. South Altar Pit
6.3.1b. Southwest Altar Pit
6.3.1c. West Altar Pit
6.3.2. The Helladic Deposit
6.3.3 The Fibula Deposit

234
235
236
243
244
248
251

6.4. The Architecture and Stratigraphy: The Excavation of Occupation Phases

253

6.5. Reconstructing the Depositional Assemblages: Spatial Distribution and Association
6.5.1. The Geometric Deposit: Establishing the Upper, Middle and Lower Levels
6.5.2. The Area Around the Altar: The South, Southwest, and West Altar Pits
6.5.3. Additional Documentation: Loose-Leaf Drawings of Objects

263
265
271
277

6.6. Concluding Remarks

281

Chapter 7. The Western Side of the Lower Terrace (Area 2): The Akraia Deposit,
Southeast Deposit, and Foundation Deposit

284

7.1. Introduction

284

7.2. Reconstructing Area 2: The Publications
7.2.1. The Akraia Deposit
7.2.2. The Southeast Deposit
7.2.3. The Foundation Deposit

286
286
299
303

7.3. Reconstructing Area 2: The Archival Record
7.3.1. The Akraia Deposit and Burnt Strosis
7.3.2. The Southeast Deposit
7.3.3. The Foundation Deposit

305
307
323
328

7.4. Reconstructing the Depositional Assemblages: Spatial Distribution, Association, and the
Relation to the Architecture
329
7.4.1. The Akraia Deposit
330
7.4.2. The Southeast Deposit
332
7.5. Concluding Remarks

339

Chapter 8. Reconstructing Depositional Episodes on the Lower Terrace

342

8.1. Introduction

342

8.2. Classifying Depositional Episodes

343
viii

8.3. Reconstructing the Archaeological Record: Deposits and Depositional Episodes
8.3.1. The Pre-Occupation and Helladic Deposit: Depositional Episodes 0–2
8.3.2. The Geometric Deposit: Depositional Episodes 3–10
8.3.3. The Southeast Deposit: Depositional Episodes 11–15
8.3.4. The Hera Akraia Deposit: Depositional Episodes 16–20

344
350
362
398
415

8.4. Concluding Remarks

425

Chapter 9. The Votive Deposits from the Upper Terrace (Area 3): The Limenia Deposit,
Sacred Pool, and Egyptian Pit
438
9.1. Introduction

438

9.2. Reconstructing the Limenia Deposit
9.2.1. The Publications
9.2.2. The Archival Materials

443
446
470

9.3. Reconstructing the Sacred Pool
9.3.1. The Publications
9.3.2. The Archival Materials

500
501
515

9.4. Reconstructing the Egyptian Pit
9.4.1. The Publications
9.4.2. The Archival Materials

526
527
532

9.5. Reconstructing the Depositional Episodes and Assemblages
9.5.1. Area 3: Principal Finds and Assemblages
9.5.2. The Depositional Episodes: Sacred Pool, Egyptian Pit, and Limenia Deposit
9.5.2a. The Sacred Pool and Neighboring Area: The Assemblage
9.5.2b. The Egyptian Pit and Neighboring Area
9.5.2c. The Limenia Deposit and the Neighboring Areas

539
539
545
546
559
575

9.6. Concluding Remarks

584

PART III. Reconstructing Maintenance: High-Level Inferences about On-going Practices
at Perachora and Beyond
587
Chapter 10. Defining a System of Maintenance for Perachora
10.1. Introduction

591
591

10.2. The Logistics of Maintenance: Reevaluating Perceptions of Accumulation and Disposal
597
10.2.1. The Geometric and Fibula Deposits
602
10.2.2. The Limenia Deposit and Egyptian Pit
616
10.2.3. The Southeast Deposit
627
10.2.4. The Sacred Pool and Foundation Deposit
635
10.3. The Broader Implications: Maintenance as a Lens for Reevaluating Votive Deposits 639
10.3.1. Ascribing “Value” to Maintenance Strategies
642
ix

10.3.2. Reoccurring Depositional Episodes and Maintenance Practices
10.4. Concluding Remarks

659
675

Chapter 11. A New Depositional Approach to Studying Votive Deposits: A Conclusion 682
11.1. Introduction

682

11.2. Reconstructing Legacy Data: Investing in Revisiting Votive Deposits

683

11.3. Discussing Site Maintenance: Expanding Avenues Considered for Perachora

687

11.4. Maintenance in Sacred Space: Reframing Deposition

691

11.5. Levels of Inference: A Systematic Approach to Deposition

694

11.6. Outlook

697

Bibliography

699

Figures

727

x

List of Illustrations
Figure

Page

Figure 1. Map of sanctuaries and sites in Greece. Gimatzidis 2011, fig. 1.

727

Figure 2. Map of the sanctuaries and settlements in the Corinthia. Toley 1997, fig. 1.

728

Figure 3. Map showing the relation between the Heraion at Perachora and Corinth. Ziskowski
and Lamp 2015, fig. 1.
729
Figure 4. Map of the ancient and modern roads from the Heraion at Perachora. Tomlinson and
Demakopoulou 1985, fig. 1.
730
Figure 5. Map of the possible paths between the Heraion and sites on the peninsula. Sinn 1990,
Abb. 7.
730
Figure 6. Map showing the Heraion, Lake Vouliagmeni, and the sites around the Isthmus.
Salmon 1972, fig. 15.

731

Figure 7. Map showing the Heraion and sites to the north and west. Hammond 1954, p. 94.

731

Figure 8. Topographic plan of the Heraion Valley showing the areas associated with Hera Akraia
and Hera Limenia. Features include the temenos around the Hearth Building (indicated by
the dotted line) and the associated structure (the Temple of Hera Limenia), the Sacred Pool,
and the two phases of the Temple of Hera Akraia by the harbor (Akraia I/Geometric, and
Akraia III/6th century). Salmon 1972, fig. 1.
732
Figure 9. Topographic plan of the Heraion Valley showing the major architcutural features.
Features include: A. Geometric temple, B. Hearth Building, C. Temenos wall, D. Sacred
Pool, E. 6th century temple of Hera Akraia, F. Foundations attributed to the Early Archiac
temple (Akraia II), G. Fifth century cistern and drain, H. Hellenistic Cistern, and J.
Hellenistic Hestiatorion. Dunbabin 1951, fig. 1.
733
Figure 10. Plan and section of the Heraion Valley. The plan includes features from all phases of
occupation on the upper and lower terraces. After Tomlinson 1992, figs. 1–2.
734
Figure 11. Plan of the sanctuary of Perachora. After Skuse 2021, fig. 2.

735

Figure 12. Plan of sanctuary of Perachora. Modified from Google Earth.

736

xi

Figure 13. View of the Heraion Valley looking west. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, General Views of Site, Temp 12. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
737
Figure 14. Plan of the promontory showing the archaeological remains identified in the primary
excavations. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Site Plans, Temp 2b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
738
Figure 15. Plan showing the location of the Circular Building with respect to the Heraion Valley.
Tomlinson 1985, fig. 2.
739
Figure 16. Topographic plan of the Perachora peninsula including the archaeological remains in
the Heraion Valley. Payne 1940, pl. 137.
740
Figure 17a–b. View of the harbor from the east. Fig. 17a. Excavation of West Court in 1937. Fig.
17b. Modern view of harbor. Waterhouse 1986, p. 31; Ziskowski and Lamp 2015, fig 5. 741
Figure 18. The modern Chapel of H. Nikolaos on the small, fortified acropolis to the east of the
site. Payne 1940, p 16, fig. 4a.
742
Figure 19a–b. Chapel of St. John. Fig. 19a. The original location of the chapel above the
Geometric temple. Fig. 19b. The location where the chapel was rebuilt. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, General views of harbor
area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Detail of Temp 6c; BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site
and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 4. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.
743
Figure 20. Map showing the relationships between sanctuaries and cities in the 8th century B.C.
The relationship between Corinth and Perachora is identified as that of a privileged citysanctuary. de Polignac 1994, p. 14, ill. 1.1.
744
Figure 21a–b. Coastal and inland routes from Corinth to the Heraion. Fig. 21a establishes points
along the routes, while Fig. 21b reconstructs how traversable the routes were. Ziskowski and
Lamp 2015, fig. 2; Pettegrew 2013, fig. 2.
745
Figure 22a–b. View of Heraion Valley from the east. Fig. 22a. Close view of the upper terrace
prior to excavation. Fig. 22b. Distant view of the upper terrace and harbor prior to
excavation. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Heraion Valley; Excavation of Hera Limenia, Temp 1a–b. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.
746
Figure 23. View of the upper terrace from the west. The cistern and dining room between the
upper and lower terrace, an area sometimes referred to as the middle terrace, are visible in the
foreground. Payne 1940, pl. 4a.
747

xii

Figure 24. Plan of the area around the Triglyph Altar. Features include the stoa, triglyph altar,
pebble pavement, theatral stairway, Geometric temple (extant foundations are shown in
darker grey), and Chapel of St. John (shown using dotted lines to indicate its removal). After
Payne 1940, pl. 139.
748
Figure 25. Terracotta architectural model from Perachora and reconstruction of the temple type.
After Payne 1940, p. 43, figs. 7–8.
749
Figure 26. Pottery washing at Perachora, 1931 Season. Songu 2019, fig. 5.

750

Figure 27. Plan of the lower terrace with Areas 1 and 2. Area 1, outlined in yellow, contained the
Helladic, Geometric, and Fibula Deposits. Features in the area include the Chapel of St. John,
Triglyph Altar, Stoa, Apsidal/Geometric temple foundations, and the terrazza/pebble
pavement. The Chapel of St. John is shown in its secondary location. Area 2, outlined in red,
contained the Akraia and Southeastern Deposits. Features include the 6th century temple,
lime kiln, West Court, and Roman house. After Tomlinson 1992, fig. 1a.
751
Figure 28. Section of the lower terrace looking north from the harbor. Area 1 is outlined in
yellow. After Tomlinson 1992, fig. 1b.

752

Figure 29. The architecture to the north of the harbor on the lower terrace. The orientation of the
altar and the 6th century temple is shown using a dotted line, and the extent of the paving
around the altar and stoa is indicated by stippling. Plommer and Salviat 1966, fig. 1.
753
Figure 30. Section around the triglyph altar and Geometric temple. The Geometric (vertical
hashing) and Prehistoric/Helladic (diagonal hashing) Deposits are identified to the north of
the Geometric temple and to the south of the triglyph altar. After Payne 1940, pl. 139.
754
Figure 31a–b. Details of a canceled section around the triglyph altar and Geometric temple; the
coloring indicates reconsideration of the extent of the Geometric (red) and Helladic (blue)
Deposits prior to the publication of the plan in Perachora I (Payne 1940, pl. 139). Fig. 31a.
Detail of the Geometric and Helladic layers between the altar and temple. Fig. 31b. Detail of
Geometric and Helladic Deposits to the north of the Geometric temple. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After PER 79, Details of Section Drawing of Altar/Cancelled and Redrawn.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
755
Figure 32. View of the stoa, altar, modern road, and Chapel of St. John in its original location.
Original of image published in modified form in BSA 1931–1932, p. 261. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Stoa, Temp 5. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
756
Figure 33a–b. Reconstructions of the location of Fibula Deposit. Fig. 33a. Menadier’s
reconstruction of the location of the Fibula Deposit; she indicates the location with hatching
and an added label. Menadier 1995, p. 337, fig. 74. Fig. 33b. Proposed reconstruction of the

xiii

expanse of the deposit based on a change in the point of measurement from the interior to
exterior of the temple wall. After Payne 1940, pl. 139.
757
Figure 34a–b. The area around the altar. Fig. 34a. Reconstruction of the approximate location of
the Geometric Deposit. Fig 34b. Trenches/pits excavated to the south, southwest, and west of
the altar. After BSA 1932–1933, p. 213, fig. 1.
758
Figure 35. South Altar Pit. Section of the excavations to the south of the altar. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After PER 5, p. 38. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
759
Figure 36a–b. Section and plan of triglyph altar. Fig. 36a. Section of the south end of the altar
showing the terrazza (pebble pavement), altar blocks, and plinth. Fig. 36b. Top plan with the
southern end of the altar, which is the area depicted in Fig. 36a, outlined in yellow. Courtesy
BSA Archive. After PER 5, p. 5. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens; After Payne 1940, pl. 130.
760
Figure 37. Southwest Altar Pit. Section of pit excavated to the west of the South Altar Pit.
Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 5, p. 37. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.

761

Figure 38. West Altar Pit. Top plan and section showing Pavers A and B. The top plan includes
the western side of the altar plinth (stylobate) and paving immediately west of altar. The
shading on the top plan and section indicates the burnt strosis. Courtesy BSA Archive. After
PER 5, p. 45. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
762
Figure 39. West Altar Pit. Top plan showing the excavations around Pavers A and B. The
relation between the pavers and boulders/bedrock below is outlined. Courtesy BSA Archive.
After PER 5, p. 49. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
763
Figure 40. West Altar Pit. Section of west end of pit showing the slope of the boulders and burnt
layer. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 43. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
764
Figure 41. West Altar Pit. Section of pit from the west. The west side of the altar plinth is shown
as well as the boulders/bedrock and burnt strosis. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 50.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
765
Figure 42. West Altar Pit. Section of east end of the pit including the documentation of finds.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 44. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
766
Figure 43a–b. Restoration of the area around the triglyph altar. Fig. 43a. Plan of the altar as
restored by Payne. Fig. 43b. Modifications to the restoration of the altar proposed by Salviat.
After Plommer and Salviat 1966, fig. 2.
767

xiv

Figure 44. Top plan of lower terrace. The extent of the pebble pavement, outlined in red, was
exposed in the 1932 season. After Payne 1940, pl. 138.
768
Figure 45. View of triglyph altar from east. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl. 6b
and BCH 1937, p. 433, fig. 13. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
Site and Architecture, Geometric Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 2. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
769
Figure 46. View of the stoa from the northeast showing the extent of the paving on the northsouth arm. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 2. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
770
Figure 47. Area between the stoa and 6th century temple of Hera Akraia. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 5, p. 40. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
771
Figure 48. View from the west of the 6th century temple, paving, triglyph altar, Chapel of St.
John, stoa, and modern terracing. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
Site and Architecture, General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 4.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
772
Figure 49. View from the east of the stoa, triglyph altar, 6th century temple, and West Court.
Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, General
views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 3b. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.
773
Figure 50. Section drawing showing the span from the corner of the Chapel of St. John down to
the pebble pavement. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 39. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.
774
Figure 51a–b. The excavation around the Chapel of St. John. Fig. 51a.The architectural elements
and rubble found in the fill above the paving. Fig. 20b. The organization of the architectural
elements for study. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 6b–c.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
775
Figure 52. Section of the fill above the stoa. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 30. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
776
Figure 53. Sketch of the location of architectural fragments from the stoa in the fill above the
terrazza. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 31. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
776

xv

Figure 54. Description from Payne’s manuscript of a rim from the Geometric Deposit. The blue
line denotes entries used in the final publication. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 17, p. 2.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
777
Figure 55. Comparison of the descriptions of a one-handled cup from the manuscript and
publication. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 17, p. 2; Payne 1940, p. 60.

777

Figure 56. Comparison of the descriptions of a kalathos from the manuscript and publication.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 17, p. 4; Payne 1940, p. 60, pl. 14.5.
777
Figure 57. Finds from the area of the 2nd and 3rd Block, W. of Altar from a depth of 0–75.
Classified in inventory as Area 19. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-Leaf Sheets, Inv.
No. 19. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
778
Figure 58. The 6th century temple and northwestern half of the West Court. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, General views of harbor
area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 1. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.
779
Figure 59a–b. West Court from the northeast. Fig. 59a is the original and Fig. 59b is the
published version. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Agora, Temp 13. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens;
Payne 1940, pl. 3b.
780
Figure 60. View of harbor, West Court, and north end of the 6th century temple prior to the
excavations of the West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, PerachoraTerracotta and Ivory, ‘Photographs of site-duplicates’ (envelope): Temp 1. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
781
Figure 61. Plan of the architecture in the West Court including the removed Roman house. After
Coulton 1967, fig. 1.
782
Figure 62. Plan showing the distance between the southwest corner of the 6th century temple and
the northern wall of the West Court, as well as the preserved courses of the north wall.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 87, p. 9. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
783
Figure 63a–d. Coulton’s reconstruction of the four main phases in the West Court: A) enclosure
of open space, B) west orthostat wall, portico, and benches, C) north and east orthostat wall,
D) Roman house. Coulton 1967, fig. 12.
784
Figure 64. Coulton’s reconstruction of the Roman phase in the West Court. Coulton 1967, fig.
11.
785
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Figure 65. Plan by Brock of south wall of the Roman house. The section documents the
difference in the depth of the foundations. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 43. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
786
Figure 66a–c. The layout of the Roman house. Fig. 66a–b shows the difference in the depth of
the foundations of the Roman house moving from the southern to the northern end of the
wall. The dotted line in Fig. 66c indicates the trajactory of accumulation after the collapse of
the west polygonal wall and southwest polygonal wall, but prior to the construction of the
house. After Coulton 1967, fig. 10; Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 3, p. 43. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens; After Coulton 1967, fig. 11.
787
Figure 67. West wall of the Roman house and collapsed wall blocks from the west wall of the
West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Agora, Temp 2. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
788
Figure 68. Statue base in 6th century temple. Payne 1940, pl. 5.

789

Figure 69. Gold objects from below the statue base. After Payne 1940, pl. 84.

790

Figure 70. Plan of Roman house and eastern wall collapse. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 3.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
791
Figure 71. Plan showing North Room, Lamp Room, and South Room of the Roman house. The
datum point is highlighted in red. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 3, p. 27. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
792
Figure 72. Partially excavated Roman House. The South Room (1) and Lamp Room (2) have
been cleared, while the North Room (3) is unexcavated. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA
Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Views of Harbor, Temp 3. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
793
Figure 73. Section showing the layers below the collapse of the west orthostat wall and around
the portico in the West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 23. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
794
Figure 74. Plan by Brock deliniating the pits/trenches (A–F) used to excavate the area to the
southeast of the Roman house. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 33. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
795
Figure 75. Plan by Brock delineating the excavations to the southeast of the Roman house. The
plan includes the southern three rooms of the Roman House, Trenches E and F, two
unlabeled trenches, the bench of the southwest wall, and the Roman oven complex. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 37. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. 796
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Figure 76a–c. Trenches used to excavate to the southeast of the Roman House in the 1933
Season. Fig. 76a. Photograph of in progress excavations. Fig. 76b–c. Plans from Brock’s
field notebook (PER 3) outlining the trenches used to excavate the area. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Views of Harbor,
Temp 3; PER 3, pp. 33, 37. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. 797
Figure 77a–b. Labeled trenches to the southest of the Roman House. Fig. 77a. Unexcavated areas
and unnamed trenches. Fig 77b. Locations of trenches A–F based on plans from Brock’s
notebook (PER 3). Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Views of Harbour, Temp 3. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.
798
Figure 78. Layers below courses A and B of the west orthstate wall in the West Court. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 12. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. 799
Figure 79. Drawing of collapsed blocks of west orthostate wall and reconstructed wall. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 14. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. 799
Figure 80. In situ collapsed wall blocks from the west wall of the West Court. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 3b.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
800
Figure 81. In-progress excavation of the West Court walls. Photograph taken by Alan Blakeway
in the 1930s; sent to BSA in 1992 by Boardman. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER Uncatalogued,
Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.5a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
801
Figure 82a–c. Exposed collapse of the west wall in the West Court. Clusters of tiles, small
stones, and ceramics, circled in yellow, are indicative of the collection and treatment of finds
during the excavations. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site
and Architecture, Agora, Temp 6; Temp 7a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
802
Figure 83. Excavations in the West Court showing the removal of soil from around wall blocks.
Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora,
Temp 10. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
803
Figure 84. Collapsed wall blocks shown in fill. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection,
Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 11. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
803
Figure 85. The foundations and the preserved courses of the north wall of the West Court.
Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora,
Temp 3c. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
804
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Figure 86. Excavation of the southern end of the West Court. Photograph taken by Alan
Blakeway in the 1930s (likely 1932 Season); sent to BSA in 1992 by Boardman. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.4b. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
805
Figure 87a–b. Excavation of the West Court. Fig. 87a. Sketch of trenches/pits excavated to the
north of the West Court, between the north wall and the 6th century temple. Fig 87b. Inprogress excavation of the area to the north of the north wall; area from field notebook
outlined in yellow. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 29; After BSA Study Collection,
Perachora: Terracotta and Ivory, ‘Photographs of site-duplicates’ (envelope), Detail of Temp
2. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
806
Figure 88a–b. View of harbor, West Court, and 6th century temple. The test trenches excavated
between the West Court and temple (Fig 88a) and behind the temple (Fig 88b) are marked by
red arrows. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Views of Harbour, Temp 5; After PER Uncatologued, Temp 3, Harbour and
Promentory, Temp 3.4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
807
Figure 89. In-progress dismanteling of the southern room of the Roman house and cleaning of
West Court in 1939. View from the southeast. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study
Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 12a. Reproduced with permission
of the British School at Athens.
808
Figure 90. Cleaning of West Court in 1939. View from the northwest showing the southwest and
southeast polygonal walls, bench, and the line of the southwest portico. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 12b.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
809
Figure 91. Top plan of the Southeast Deposit. The dotted lines along the wall deliniate the
portions of the deposit to the east and west of the Southeast Polygonal Wall. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 3, p. 49. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
810
Figure 92. Section of undisturbed Southeast Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 48.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
811
Figure 93. Section of Trench C. The disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 3, p. 41. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
812
Figure 94. Title page summarizing the finds from the area to the west of the altar, above the
depth of 43. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
813
Figure 95. Title page summarizing the finds from the area excavated to the west of the altar
below the terrazza and Blocks 2 and 3. The area was excavated to a depth of 75. Courtesy
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BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.
813
Figure 96. Title page summarizing finds from the area under the terrazza to the west of altar. The
area was excavated to a depth of 75. Inventoried as Area 26. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
814
Figure 97. Section to the west of the altar below Blocks 2 and 3. The area was excavated to a
depth of 75. Inventoried as Area 19. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv.
No. 19. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
815
Figure 98a–c. Finds from Area B+. The finds come from the area to the west of the altar under
the terrazza, below 0.70 meters. Fig. 9a. The title page summarizing the finds as nearly all
Early Helladic. Fig. 9b–c. Drawings of finds from the lowest section of Area B+. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheet (title page); PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No.
B+. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
816
Figure 99. Finds from the last strosis to the south of St. John, or Area A++. The finds come from
below a depth of 1.20. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. A++.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
817
Figure 100. Title page and finds from Area 26 from below a depth of 75. To the west of the altar,
below the 2nd and 3rd blocks. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
817
Figure 101a–b. Geometric foundations, Temple of Hera Akraia I. Fig. 101a. The uppermost level
of the foundations. Fig. 101b. The partially excavated foundations. Courtesy BSA Archive.
BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Geometric Temple of Hera Akraia,
Temp 1a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
818
Figure 102. View of the foundations of the Geometric temple, denoted by yellow arrows, from
the southeast of the altar. Published in modified form in Payne 1940: Pl. 6a. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar,
Temp 8. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
819
Figure 103. Akraia I/Geometric temple foundations. Section from the south of the foundations. A
layer of EH pebbles is identified at the base of the foudations. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
21, p. 4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
820
Figure 104. Ceramic shapes from the Akraia I/Geometric Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
821
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Figure 105a–b. Triglyph altar and paving. Fig. 105a. View of the altar from the west. Fig. 105b.
View of the altar from the southwest. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection,
Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 6a; Temp 9. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
822
Figure 106. Finds from the area of the altar from below a depth of 1 meter. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

823

Figure 107. Title page summarizing the finds from under the southwest terrazza below the depth
of 1.20 meters. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets,
Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
824
Figure 108. Finds from the center of the terrace to the south of the altar/terrazza. From a depth of
70–100. Inventoried as Area 7. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No.
7. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
825
Figure 109. Finds with no provenance. Inventoried as Area 25. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26,
Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 25. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
826
Figure 110. View of the altar and paving from southwest. The blocks to the west of the altar,
below the pebble paving, are outlined in yellow. The level of the surface established to the
south and southwest of the altar, where the paving was absent, are outlined in purple.
Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Triglyph Altar, Temp 6a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. 827
Figure 111. Finds from between the boulders to west of altar at a depth of 125–150. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
828
Figure 112. Finds from around the boulders at a depth of 125–140. Inventoried as Area 17.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 17. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 113. Finds from south of the terrazza, above the boulders. Inventoried as Area 18. PER
26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 18. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
830
Figure 114. Middle section in front of terrazza from a depth of 0–35. Inventoried as Area B++.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-Leaf Sheets, Inv. No. B++. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 115. Title page for finds from two trays from the area to the south of the altar up to a
depth of 0.50 meters. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
832
Figure 116. Title page outlining the finds from the burnt strosis on the south side of the trench
excavated to the south of the cella of St. John. Depth of 1 meter. Inventoried as Area 27.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 27. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
832
Figure 117. Finds from the burnt section excavated to the south of the Chapel of St John.
Inventoried as Area 27. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv.
No. 27. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
833
Figure 118. View from the south of the altar and fill behind the altar prior to the removal of the
Chapel of St. John. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
834
Figure 119. The excavations of the areas without paving to the south of the altar, denoted by a
yellow arrow, and to the west of the altar, denoted by a red arrow. Courtesy BSA Archive.
After BSA Study Collection. After Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 7.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
835
Figure 120. Finds from the area to the south of the altar, below the white floor, at a depth of 0–
100. Inventoried as Area A+. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No.
A+. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
836
Figure 121. Finds from below the white stratum in the area to the south of terrazza and the south
extension of the Chapel of St. John. Middle section, or depth of 35–70. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
837
Figure 122. Finds from the middle section to the south of terrazza at a depth of 35–70.
Inventoried as Area 14. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 14.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
838
Figure 123. Finds from the south extension of terrazza trench, below white clay. Inventoried as
Area 22. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 22.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
839
Figure 124. Finds from the south extension of terrazza, below the white clay. Inventoried as Area
21. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 21. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
840
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Figure 125. Finds from the south extension of terrazza trench above white clay. Inventoried as
Area 31. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 31.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
841
Figure 126. Finds from the area to the west of the altar. Inventoried as Area 26. Notes document
joins between the finds from Area 26, the area to the west of the altar below 75, and Area A+
(the area to the south of the altar below the white floor). Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26,
Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.
841
Figure 127. Finds from below the altar on the first day of excavations. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Below Altar, 1st day of Excavations. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
842
Figure 128. Finds from the first level below the altar. Inventoried as Area 23. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 23. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.
843
Figure 129. Finds from the area below the altar below a depth of 73. Inventoried as Area 10.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 10. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
844
Figure 130. Finds from below altar foundations at a depth of 1–100. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Below Altar, 1–100. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.
845
Figure 131. Skyphoi/cup fragments from the south extension of terrazza. Inventoried as Area 31.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 31. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
846
Figure 132. Deep bowls and cup fragments from west of the altar. Inventoried as Area 26.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
847
Figure 133. Finds from the area of the Chapel of St. John that are part of the Fibula Deposit.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, St. John. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
848
Figure 134. Plans of Southeast Deposit. The detail from Brock’s field notebook was the source
for Coulton’s plan of the West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 3, p. 49.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. After Coulton 1967, fig. 1. 849
Figure 135. View of West Court during the in-progress re-excavations in 1964. The area of the
Southeast Polygonal Wall and Southeast Deposit, circled in yellow, shows the amount of fill
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and disturbance. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 52a. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
850
Figure 136. Isometric view of 6th century temple. Payne 1940, pl. 125.

851

Figure 137a–b. 6th century temple foundations. Fig. 137a. South stylobate of temple with
bedrock beddings. Fig. 137b. North stylobate foundations with setting line. Menadier 1995,
figs. 2 and 3.
852
Figure 138. Argive handmade bowl from Closed Deposit, or the Southeast Deposit. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 25, Detail of Loose-leaf Sheets, Closed Deposit. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
853
Figure 139. Ceramic from Closed Deposit, or Southeast Deposit. Published in Payne 1940, p. 94,
pl. 30.2. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 24, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, C.D. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
853
Figure 140. Details of drawing of ceramics from the Closed Deposit, or Southeast Deposit.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 24, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, C.D. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

854

Figure 141. Details of drawings of unpublished vessels from the Closed Deposit, or Southeast
Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 24, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, C.D. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
855
Figure 142. Details of drawings of ceramics from the east part of the Akraia Deposit to a depth
of 60. Inventoried as Area 32. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets,
Inv. No. 32. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
856
Figure 143. Ceramics from the east part of the Akraia Deposit to a depth of 60. Inventoried as
Area 20. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 20. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
857
Figure 144. Details of finds from east part of Akraia to a depth of 60. Inventoried as Area 30.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 30. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
858
Figure 145. Plan of the upper terrace with Area 3 outlined in yellow. Area 3 contained the
Limenia Deposit, Sacred Pool, and Egyptian Deposit. Additional features contained within
the area include the Sacred Pool, the Hearth Building (Temple of Hera Limenia), the
Polygonal Wall, the Bastion, stairway, and the temenos walls. After Tomlinson 1992, fig. 2.
859
Figure 146. Top plan of the upper portion of the site. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.
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Figure 147. Topographic plan of the Heraion Valley. Area 3 is outlined in red. After Payne 1940,
pl. 137.
861
Figure 148. Sinn’s subdivision of the Perachora peninsula into three areas: A) The Sacred
Center/Heraion, B) Auxiliary Area for the Heraion, and c) Sacred Catchment Zone. Sinn
1990, Abb. 6.
862
Figure 149. Plan and section of the upper terrace. Tomlinson 1992, Fig 2.3.

863

Figure 150. Section of upper terrace. The architecture shown includes the temenos, Hearth
Building (temple and altar), polygonal wall, houses, steps, the cistern north of the steps, and
the drains. Four strata are established including the modern ground level, 5th century level,
Protocorinthian level, and sterio. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.
864
Figure 151. Hearth Building from the northeast. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl.
7a. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple
of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp 6. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
865
Figure 152. Plan showing the size (25x30 meters to scale) and location (approximate) of the area
defined by Payne as the temenos in blue. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.
866
Figure 153. View of the western end of the upper terrace showing the eastern ashlar wall and
bastion. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 1a. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
867
Figure 154. Section of the steps and area of Sacred Pool. A) Archaic Retaining Walls; B and C)
Retaining wall and staircase of the Early 4th century B.C.; D) Pit filled with votive rubble, socalled Sacred Pool. Sinn 1990, Abb. 4.
868
Figure 155. Top plan showing the smaller extent established for the Limenia Deposit in blue and
the “extension” of the deposit to the west in red. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.
869
Figure 156. Reconstruction of the pits on the upper terrace. Menadier 1995, fig. 82.

870

Figure 157. Detail of western slope showing the Protocorinthian, Archaic/5th Century, and PostClassical levels. The two question marks designate areas where the labeling and
continuation of the lines is difficult to establish. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.
871
Figure 158. Plan showing a rough sketch of the relationship between Pits A and B. The Heraeum
Wall is the eastern 5th century Ashlar Wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 5. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
872
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Figure 159. Pits A–E on the Upper Terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 8a. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
873
Figure 160. Sketch of architecture west of the polygonal wall and east of the eastern ashlar wall
on upper terrace. The architecture includes the Late (Roman) Wall, and Walls A1/B1/A2.
Includes documentation of Pit B, the burnt strosis, and finds. Courtesy BSA Archive. After
PER 1, p. 10a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
874
Figure 161. Sketch outlining the excavation of the area to the west of the Polygonal Wall in three
sections, including the East, Middle, and West Sections. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p.
30a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
875
Figure 162. Excavations to the east and west of the polygonal wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA
Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos,
Temp 3. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
876
Figure 163. Section of Pit B showing the depth and span of several layers. Pit A is also noted
indicating the presence of the Attic layer in the nearby pit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p.
6a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
877
Figure 164. Sacrificial Pit in Egyptian Area. Plan of the area around the Hearth Building
showing various features. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 1, p. 21a. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
878
Figure 165. Section of the upper terrace showing the relationship between the Hearth Building,
Polygonal Wall, and Walls A1/B1/A2. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 56. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
879
Figure 166. The area to the west of the polygonal wall including Walls A1/B1/A2, the Roman
House, and the eastern ashlar wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection,
Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp 5c.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
880
Figure 167. Section of stratigraphy around the western end of Wall A1. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 5, p. 57. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
881
Figure 168a–b. Excavations of area around Hearth Building and polygonal wall. Fig. 168a. View
from the northeast. Fig. 168b. View from north. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study
Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp
5a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
882
Figure 169. Detail of Wall G of the Hearth Building. Also referred to as Mousaki’s Pit, or Pit G.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 12. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
883
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Figure 170. North-south section of the area around the Hearth Building. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 1, Loose Sheet A. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
884
Figure 171. Section of the area around the Hearth Building, possibly east-west of the same area
shown in Figure 28. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, Loose Sheet B. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
885
Figure 172. Top plan showing Pit H and the surrounding features including Wall G, the
Polygonal Wall, and Early Wall. Finds are ascribed to various areas. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 1, p. 19a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
886
Figure 173a–b. Hearth Building from the northeast. Fig. 173a. Extent of the preserved walls of
the Hearth Building; published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl 7b. Fig. 173b.
Northeastern corner of the building, or Wall G. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study
Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp
4a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
887
Figure 174. Partially excavated interior of the Hearth Building from the northeast including the
exposed hearth. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl 7c. Courtesy BSA Archive.
BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and
Temenos, Temp 7. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 175. Sketch from manuscript reconstructing the stratigraphy on the upper terrace.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 22. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
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the relation of the levels to the Hearth Building and Polygonal Wall. Fig. 176b.
Reconstruction of strata and dating of the layers. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 22;
After PER 21, p. 23. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 177. Section of upper portion of terrace showing “outlined” layers. The layers are not
clearly labeled making it necessary to assume the upper layer is identified as mixed PostClassical and Archaic. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.
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Figure 178. Stratigraphy of northwest corner of Hearth Building. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5,
p. 58. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 179. View of the western end of the Upper Terrace showing the retaining walls, steps,
stone drain, and potential location of the Sacred Pool. A spoil heap is visible in the area of
the Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 1b. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 180. Section of the steps and boundary wall including the stratigraphy in the area of the
Bronze Pit, or Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. D.1. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 181. Plan of the excavations in the area of the Sacred Pool documenting the stairway,
stone drain, inner circle, and pits used to excavate the Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 5, p. E. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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and boundary wall of the steps. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. D. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 183. Plan of the steps from the west showing the hypothetical continuation of the steps,
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Archive. PER 5, pp. C–C.1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. 896
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BSA Archive. PER 5, p. E.1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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accumulation to the south above the stairs. Fig. 185c. Stairs from the south, including the
rubble packing below the stairs. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
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BSA Archive. PER 5, pp. A, B. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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22. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 87, p. 6. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
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Figure 190a–b. Views of the catchpit to the north of the stairway showing the plaster floor. Fig.
190a. View from the north; a portion of the steps and “inner circle” are visible. Fig. 190b.
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View from the south. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Catchpit and Drain, Temp 3a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
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Figure 191a–c. In-progress excavation of catchpit and drain. Fig. 191a. View of catchpit, clay
pipe, and steps. Fig. 191b. Intersection of clay and stone pipe. Fig. 191c. Completely exposed
clay pipe. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Catchpit and Drain, Temp 9a–c. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 192. The excavations in the area of the Sacred Pool. The corner of the retaining wall, a
spoil heap, and portion of the stone drain are visible. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study
Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion Valley; Excavation of Hera Limenia,
Temp 5a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 193. Section of the upper terrace and a detail of the area around the stairs. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 79, Details of draft of section of site. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
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Figure 194. Section of the stone drain showing Blocks 6–8, or the area associated with the
Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 50. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
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Figure 195. Reconstruction of the architecture on the upper terrace, with a detail of the area of
the Sacred Pool sketched above. No legend clarifying symbols was included in Payne’s
notes. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 22, p. 7. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
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Figure 196. Drawing of the stratigraphy of the Sacred Pool from Payne’s manuscript. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 47. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 197. Detail of the draft of the section of the upper terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
Uncatalogued, Temp 1, Map, Section of stairs, Temp 1. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
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near the Sacred Pool. View from west. Fig. 198a. View of staggered excavation of the
different areas. Fig. 198b. View of excavation to the east of inner circle. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion Valley;
Excavation of H. Limenia, Temp 5b; BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
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with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 199a–b. Excavations to the south in the area of the Sacred Pool. Photographs of inprogess excavation of the same area on the same day. Fig 199a. Photograph taken by Alan
Blakeway in the 1930s; sent to BSA in 1992 by Boardman. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA
Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic
Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 9b; PER Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.4d.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 200a–b. In situ phiale in the Sacred Pool. Fig. 200a. The expansion of the excavated area
at the level of the uncovered phiale. Fig. 200b. View of the phiale along the unexcavated
edge. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 16a–b. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 201. Excavation of the Sacred Pool. Two in situ phialai, circled in yellow, are being
exposed. After Dunbabin 1951, fig. 2.
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Figure 202. Excavations at the base of the stairs to the north. Image sent by Boardman to BSA in
1992, originally taken by Alan Blakeway in the 1930s. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.1b. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
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Figure 203a–b. The excavation of the Sacred Pool. Fig. 203a. The early investigation and
associated spoil heaps. Fig. 203b. The expansion of the excavations with a ramp for
accessing the trench and removing the excavated materials. Courtesy BSA Archive. After
BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion Valley; Excavation of H.
Limenia, Temp 4a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 204. View looking towards the upper terrace from the west. Visible are the hestiatorion
and cistern in the foreground, a spoil heap in the middle ground, and the stairs, bastion, and
other architecture in the background. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, 4a.
Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Hellenistic Cistern and House, Temp 4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
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Figure 205a–b. The Hearth Building and Polygonal Wall. Fig. 205a. Relation of architecture in
initial excavations around Hearth Building. Fig. 205b. Reconstruction of the excavations
around the Hearth Building. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, pp. 21a, 19a. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 206. Vases from the Protocorinthian Stratum of the Egyptian Pit. Two of the examples
were able to be correlated with the object numbers assigned in Perachora II, Vase 127 and
Vase 205 (Dunbabin 1926, no. 127, 205). Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 1, p. 18.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 207a–b. Vase from the Protocorinthian Stratum of the Egyptian Pit. The identifier EG
PIT, circled in red, is written on the base in pencil along with the numbers 133 and 127. Fig.
207a, Copyright Eleftherios Galanopoulos, Head Photographer at
the National Archaeological Museum of Athens; Fig. 207b, Personal Photograph. Courtesy
of National Archaeological Museum of Athens and BSA. Perachora, Storage, Vase 127.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 208a–b. Vase from the Protocorinthian Stratum of the Egyptian Pit. The identifier EG,
circled in red, is written on the base in pencil. The base is also labeled with the acquisition
number 205. Fig. 208a, Copyright Eleftherios Galanopoulos, Head Photographer at
the National Archaeological Museum of Athens. Fig. 208b, Personal Photograph. Courtesy
of National Archaeological Museum of Athens and BSA. Perachora, Storage, Vase 205.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Abbreviations of Publications and Archival Materials
Perachora Excavation Volumes
Within the text the excavation volumes for Perachora are referred to as follows:
Perachora I

Payne, H. 1940. Perachora. The Sanctuaries of Hera Akraia and Limenia:
Excavations of the British School of Archaeology at Athens, 1930–1933 1.
Architecture, Bronzes, and Terracottas, Oxford.

Perachora II Dunbabin, T.J. 1962. Perachora. The Sanctuaries of Hera Akraia and Limenia:
Excavations of the British School of Archaeology at Athens, 1930–1933 2.
Pottery, Ivories, Scarabs, and Other Objects from the Votive Deposit of Hera
Limenia, Oxford.

BSA Archive
The archival material from the BSA is part of two collections: BSA Archive, Perachora
Excavation Record (PER) and BSA Archive, BSA Study Collection. References are made to
specific records within the collections. The abbreviations for this are as follows:
Perachora Excavation Record
PER 1.

Notebook 1. Payne’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1932.

PER 2. Notebook 2. Payne’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1932.
PER 3.

Notebook 3. Brock’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1933.

PER 4.

Notebook 4. Payne’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1933.

PER 5.

Notebook 5. Payne’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1933.

PER 6.

Notebook 6. Payne’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1936.

PER 7.

Notebook 7. Dunbabin’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1939.

PER 8–23. Perachora I Manuscript. Payne’s draft of the excavation volume.
• PER 8–11.
Topography and History of the Heraeum.
• PER 12.
Literary Sources.
• PER 13–19. The Geometric Temple and Deposit.
• PER 20.
The Harbour Temple.
• PER 21–22. The Limenia Temple and Deposit.
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•

PER 23.

Inscriptions.

PER 24. Closed Deposit. Loose sheets.
• Inv. No. C.D. [Closed Deposit]
• Inv. No. Miscellaneous/Unnumbered
PER 25. Agora Notes. Loose sheets.
• Inv. No. Closed Deposit
• Inv. No. Miscellaneous/Unnumbered
PER 26.
•
•
•
•

Miscellaneous Notes, Loose-sheets. Grouped by inventory numbers, or absence of
number.
Inv. Nos. A+; A++; B+; B++
Inv. Nos. 7; 10; 14; 17–23; 25–27; 30–32
Inv. Nos. Below Altar, 1st Day of Excavation; Below Altar, 1-100; St. John.
Inv. Nos. Miscellaneous/Unnumbered

PER 28.

Notebook 24. Coulton’s Excavation Notebook, Season 1963 & 1964.

PER 52a. Photograph. The W. Court. Season 1964. Unpublished.
PER 55.

Report on 3 cisterns at Perachora. Correspondence between Kenny and Megaw.
Given to Tomlinson by Megaw.

PER 56.

Corinth Field Notebook 69. Photocopy of Dinsmoor’s Travel Notes, 1911 Season.

PER 57–77. Archival materials for Waterworks. Given to Tomlinson for Publication.
PER 79.

Maps. Published and unpublished maps and plans housed in the map room.

PER 87.

Site Plan Notebook. Piet de Jong’s notebook/drawings from the site.

PER TEMP 14a. The Town. Manuscript by T.J. Dunbabin. Given by Tomlinson.
PER TEMP 14b. The Fortifications. Manuscript by T.J. Dunbabin. Given by Tomlinson.
PER Uncatalogued, Temp 1. Map, Section of Stairs.
PER Uncatalogued, Temp 2. Photographs taken by A. Blakeway. Given by Boardman in 1992.
PER Uncatalogued, Temp 3. Photographs of Harbour and Promontory.

BSA Study Collection, Perachora
Site and Architecture (Box). The photographs are grouped/referenced by the following subjects:
• Agora; Catchpit and Drain; General views of harbour area and Temple of Hera Akraia;
Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos; Heraion Valley, Excavation of Hera Limenia;
Geometric Temple of Hera Akraia; Triglyph Altar; Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic
Houses, Sacred Pool; Site Plans; Stoa; Views of Harbour; Hellenistic Cistern and House.
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Chapter 1. General Introduction
In this dissertation, I develop a new methodology for the archaeological study of deposition
that relies on low-, medium-, and high-level inferences. My approach is applicable to the study
of current excavations, but I use it here to explore the benefits of reexamining a preexisting data
set from a sanctuary excavated in the early 20th century. By reevaluating legacy data from a
depositional perspective, I demonstrate the importance of reconstructing site stratigraphy without
relying on past assumptions. While it would be possible to use such an approach to examine any
number of research questions—from the economic to the cultural to the chronological—I show
here the potential of my methodology to yield significant new insights by reconsidering the
maintenance practices occurring at the Heraion of Perachora in antiquity.
I focus on deposition in votive deposits, that is, the processes/practices/activities leading up
to and resulting in the incorporation of votives into the archaeological record. While I address
issues with interpretations and classifications in an early 20th century excavation, the objective of
the study is not to critique past approaches; nor is it to redefine what a votive deposit is
archaeologically. Furthermore, the analysis is not focused on the semantics used to discuss these
features. Instead, my depositional approach to previously excavated votive deposits addresses
the very real impact that associated assumptions have had on how scholars currently perceive the
function of these deposits and their relation to practices occurring in Greek sanctuaries. My goal
is to emphasize how failing to reevaluate assumptions has caused archaeologists to perpetuate a
mischaracterization of select aspects of the archaeological record and past practices.
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Presumptions about deposition continue to affect perceptions of site stratigraphy, and
reevaluations of deposition have regrettably been absent from the analysis of legacy data. My
methodology not only creates a new data set for consideration, but also offers a solution to the
mischaracterization of deposition that would be applicable across sites. In applying a
depositional approach to the reconstruction of the votive deposits at Perachora—a site presumed
to be thoroughly studied—I demonstrate how the deposition can significantly inform our
understanding of the reoccurring, situational, and on-going maintenance at the site.
Demonstrating the successful application of my methodology is the primary contribution of
this work. The secondary focus of the research is to use the evidence to determine how
deposition—more specifically, the reconstruction of deposits and depositional episodes—can
inform our understanding of the maintenance practices resulting in the formation of votive
deposits. By reconsidering depositional attributes for votive deposits (e.g., grouping, dumping,
leveling, fragmentation, association, selection) in conjunction with other evidence for
maintenance in the areas associated with these deposits, I move away from using the
classification of “votive deposit” to isolate these features from the broader discussion of
stratigraphy. Considering the stratigraphic evidence more comprehensively in my reconstruction
of depositional episodes allows my analysis of maintenance to consider the array of purposes that
deposition serves as part of on-going site maintenance practices. For this reason, I do not
attempt to distinguish between religious and mundane with respect to maintenance practices.
Rather, I define maintenance in relation to the activities and circumstances I investigate through
my reconstruction of depositional attributes—e.g., transport, selection, separation, reoccurring
association, heaping, leveling, infilling. By approaching maintenance from the purview of an
archaeological approach to deposition, I depart from the standard perception of maintenance and
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consider more abstractly the questions of “who” and “what”—the people (worshipers/cult
personnel) and practices (regulations/sacrifice/feasting/dedication/asylum)—affected sacred
space, treating them as part of a system of maintenance.
My focus on maintenance, which I approach as a higher-level question, is associated with a
desire to use the application of my methodology to investigate broader concerns related to the
actions associated with the deposition of votives in Greek sacred space. When selecting a case
study, Perachora was of interest to me owing to not only the number of named votive deposits at
the site, but also because of Humfry Payne’s research interests and investigative methods. His
documentation of deposits and interpretation of these features in association with the site’s
architecture reflects concerns with both deposition and maintenance, which, while they were in
their infancy, make Perachora an ideal site to reconsider through the lens of systematic
depositional analysis.
My reconsideration of the evidence from the Heraion of Perachora using a depositional
perspective and subsequent use of the data set to reconstruct maintenance practices show how
my methodology encourages a new way of thinking about the archaeological record, particularly
regarding legacy data. In this respect, the proposed methodology engages with a larger
archaeological concern: the danger of the false narrative generated by overly optimistic reliance
on the validity of archaeological interpretation. I do not ascribe value to votive deposits, the
associated assemblages, or the actions producing them on the basis of religious significance;
rather, I approach deposition using low- and medium-level inferences to compile the data set
needed to draw high-level inferences about maintenance.1 Indeed, reevaluating perceptions of
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Middle-range theory had extensive impacts on the use of inference in that it encouraged a
distinction between low-level empirical analysis and high-level research questions. By
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votive deposits by removing them from the dialogue on noteworthiness is what sets my study
apart from previous approaches.2 Focusing on the archaeological evidence for deposition is a
critical distinction, as the deposition of votive offerings has been analyzed with a view towards
determining if the objects deposited were imbued with sacred value informing the activities
associated with deposition.3 The scholarship on ritual, religious practices, materiality, and other
topics related to Greek religious space and the sacred has implications for my analysis, but

using these three tiers of inference in my systematic study of deposition, I highlight the
progressive and subjective nature of my reconstruction of the data set, while avoiding some of
the more controversial concepts associated with theory-building. For the incorporation and
discussion of the use of low- and high- order analysis and inference in archaeology, see, for
instance, Binford 1964; Haynes 2013; Hodder 1991; Kosso 1991; Lucas 2017; Raab and
Goodyear 1984; Sullivan 1978; Tschauner 1996. For the relation of inference and formation
theory, see, for instance, Binford 1968; Lyman 2007, 2012; O’Brien and Lyman 2004; Schiffer
1972; Watson 1976; Watson and Fotiadis 1990. For the more overarching discussion of
speculative, empirical, and explanatory approaches in the discipline of archaeology see, for
instance, Ashmore and Sharer 1993; Dunnell 1970; Flannery 1967; Lyman et al. 1997; O’Brien
and Lyman 2000; Willey and Sabloff 1980.
2
Changing perceptions of significance in archaeological approaches to deposits have impacted
our understanding of what is noteworthy in respect to the archaeological record. While there are
several seminal works outside the purview of Classical archaeology, this subject has received
extensive attention by scholars working in the Mediterranean basin; for considerations of how
the analysis of votive deposits in this area has been affected by perceptions of worth, see
Anderson-Whymark and Thomas 2012; Barrett 1991; Bradley 1985; Bürge 2017; Day 1994;
Fulford 2001; Garrow 2012; Glinister 2000; Gosden 1999; Salmon 1975; Snodgrass 1989/90.
For the evaluation of the identification of ritual in settlements, see Hill 1995; Richards and
Thomas 1984. For the broader impact of formation theory and classification systems on the
discussion of deposits, see Harris 1977, 1979a, 1979b; Gasche and Tunca 1983; Meyer 1984;
Schiffer 1972, 1976, 1983, 1987; Tani 1995. For the impact of growing interest in contextual
studies on the analysis of material culture, particularly on what the evidence can tell us about
religion, see Carr 1984; Clarke 1977; Cunningham 1999; Garwood et al. 1991; Price 2001;
Renfrew 1985, 1994; Rowan 2012; Shanks and Tilley 1991.
3
The identification of votives as property of the gods is widely accepted, but is typically
addressed as part of the analysis of dedicatory, rather than depositional practices. Although
deposition is not always discussed explicitly, inferences are drawn based on the classification of
votive deposits and the associated contents as noteworthy owing to their association with the
sacred; see, for instance, Bell 1992, 1997; Brudenell and Cooper 2008; Burkert 1985; Day 1994;
Garrow 2012; Gregory 1980; Linders 1996; Linders and Nordquist 1987; van Straten 1981,
1992.
4

questions about ritual practices are not the focus here—and as we shall see, the emphasis on such
questions has had a limiting impact on our interpretations of depositional practices at Perachora.
I argue that the deposition of votives must be analyzed as part of the on-going maintenance of
sacred space, which necessitates the consideration of the full range of depositional practices, not
just those for votive deposits.
While it is easy to recognize that a site is poorly documented and inadequately published or
that the record itself was extensively disturbed in antiquity, it is more difficult to take the
analysis beyond the limitations set in place by these designations. With legacy data, one must
work with what evidence is available and avoid the temptation to fill in the gaps wherever
possible. When extrapolation is necessary, it is imperative that a scholar make it abundantly
clear when they are doing so. Distinguishing the impact of past perspectives on the
interpretation of deposits requires a methodology that not only addresses a selection of the
evidence, such as votive deposits, but also deals with a large enough portion of the data set to
generate a comprehensive view of the interpretive framework of which these features are a part.
Reconstructing deposition for Perachora as part of this study required understanding the layers of
influence informing the excavation, interpretation, primary publication, and secondary
interpretation of the site. In this sense, my analysis of the identification of votive deposits and
deposition is just as important for understanding deposition at Perachora as my reevaluation of
the evidence itself.
The reconstruction of the bounds of the deposits, association of the layers, distribution of
finds, and overall attributes of individual strata are all used to develop a depositional history for
Perachora. While the state of the evidence makes it difficult to discuss concrete dates and
stratigraphic associations, the reconstruction of depositional episodes shows that it is not
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necessary to dismiss the evidence due to limitations of documentation. The comprehensive
nature of my review of the stratigraphy presents all available evidence and only then draws
inferences, rather than asking the reader to trust the interpretation of the data. In this way, my
methodology lays out the ideas in a manner that allows readers to access the primary source for
the evidence associated with a deposit and depositional episodes independent from my
reconstruction of the maintenance actions associated with the layer. This manner of
reconstruction also explores a larger data set than just the evidence from the votive deposits. I
argue that the instances of deposition considered show why it is beneficial not to restrict the
analysis to evidence from select deposits, periods, or object types.
By incorporating the question of maintenance, which has not been discussed extensively in
conjunction with the analysis of deposition in sacred centers, my study uses the reconstructed
evidence made possible by my methodology to reevaluate our understanding of maintenance—
the activities and strategies that serve to regulate and sustain the use of a space—in antiquity.4

4

For sacred centers, maintenance is typically discussed either as practical or regulatory. The
analysis of maintenance practices associated with investigations into cult personnel and cult
regulations is not addressed extensively in this study as it is difficult to link the evidence for
depositional practices to specific persons or regulations mentioned in the textual sources.
However, investigations into the regulation of these spaces have addressed how the so-called
sacred laws—for a critical discussion of this term, see most recently Gawlinski 2021—inform
our understanding of various aspects of the management of sacred space, as well as the
understanding of Greek “ritual norms” (Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge 2012; Chaniotis 2009;
Lupu 2009; Naiden 2008; Parker 2004, 2005). While used to address issues such as the legal
management of sacred matters (e.g., Butz 1996; Chaniotis 2009; Harris 2015; Hölscher 2018, pp.
257–264; Naiden 2008) and mandates for dealing with refuse, such as kopros (Dillon 1997;
Ekroth 2017; Németh 1994; Walker 1995), these approaches do not consider maintenance from
the perspective of deposition. Changing approaches to management have begun to consider the
logistics of the maintenance of sanctuaries (Chaniotis 2009; Ekroth forthcoming; Ekroth et al.
forthcoming), but despite growing interest in various topics that could be subsumed under
maintenance, the subject has yet to be established as a topic of independent focus in Greek
archaeology (Bocher 2015, 2016; Ekroth 2002, 2017; Gimatzidis 2011; Hägg and Alroth 2005;
Karagheorgis and Kassianidou 1999; Lindenlauf 2000; Murgan 2016; Nordquist 2013). For an
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Linking the treatment of votives to a reconsideration of the circumstances and situations
informing maintenance allows me to move away from conflating the value in deposition with the
classification of the votive deposit on the basis of its content or architectural association. As part
of the reconstruction of maintenance practices, I consider qualities ranging from frequency
(reoccurring, single instance) to manner (sweeping, clustering, leveling, dumping) of deposition.
My investigation addresses how the logistics governing deposition and the investment reflected
in individual depositional episodes are part of the parameters informing the maintenance of
votives. While maintenance is often conceptualized as referring to the practical, such as
architectural renovations or the removal of waste, I argue that it is an encompassing category that
can be used effectively to discuss the spectrum of religious practices occurring within a space
that affect the deposition of materials. As I emphasize throughout, it is not productive for my
purposes to seek to answer whether a maintenance practice is a prescribed religious practice with
ritual meaning versus practical function; differentiating between maintenance practices on the
basis of the attribution of religious significance results in the focus on select deposits and
assemblages. Rather, I argue that a cumulative and comprehensive understanding of deposition
over the longue durée provides insights into broad and site-specific research questions—like
what activities were occurring at Perachora and how maintenance practices facilitated the use of
the sanctuary—that can inform our reconstructions of the past.
Part I provides the foundation for both my methodology and the background for my selected
case study. I start with outlining my proposed methodology and the history of the scholarship on
deposition (Chapter 2). Because my methodology requires several discrete phases of analysis, I

overview of emerging approaches to the archaeological study of maintenance, see Fladd et al.
2021; Montón-Subías and Sánchez-Romero 2008.
7

establish an analytical hierarchy for the reconstruction and interpretation of deposition in relation
to deposits, depositional episodes, and maintenance. I review the development of approaches
that are influential for defining the parameters and terminology employed herein. I also address
concepts critical to the objective of the methodology, which is to promote the reconsideration of
legacy data, and thus the archaeological record, from a depositional perspective.
Moving from the outline of my methodology, I establish how I approach the analysis of
Perachora as a case study (Chapters 3–5). I do not approach the state of the record for the site in
a standard manner, as my focus is on providing a comprehensive overview that structures the
evidence around my consideration of deposits and deposition. The evidence for Perachora as an
archaeological site (Chapter 3), the interpretations of the cult function (Chapter 4), and the
background informing the legacy data available for the site (Chapter 5) provide the starting
point, as well as foundation, for applying a depositional approach to the site in Part II. Thus, my
review of the archaeological evidence focuses on establishing the use of deposits and
depositional assemblages in archaeological interpretations of the site. While it is difficult to
definitively reconstruct the stratigraphy and deposition of certain contexts, my review of the
history of the scholarship provides the background for establishing how interpretations of the
stratigraphy and deposits developed over time, as well as what can be gained from
reinvestigating these aspects of the site.
Despite the large amount of work done at Perachora as part of both supplementary
excavations and reanalysis, less emphasis has been given to the depositional analysis of the
materials. In fact, reevaluations of the site often address the wealth of materials and dearth of
stratigraphic information. The work needed to carry out depositional analysis for Perachora is
extensive, and components of the analysis, such as the direct study of select materials from
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individual deposits, could easily be a project on its own. However, my methodology necessitates
that the analysis of a case study be grounded in an overview that addresses the factors informing
the excavation, documentation, and publication of the evidence. I address factors that have
influenced the state of the record for Perachora and establish how research interests have
governed the reevaluation of the stratigraphy and site formation. By cross-referencing the
descriptions of the named deposits from various sources of the legacy data, it is possible not only
to highlight discrepancies, but to address how and when these discrepancies may have
developed. Doing so allows me to make informed reconstructions for the deposition in deposits
that do not simply rely on or dismiss past interpretations and attributions of assemblages.
Having established a framework for my analysis, I move to the application of a depositional
approach to the evidence from Perachora (Part II), which forms the core of my study. The
application of my methodology consists of the reconstruction of the evidence from the named
votive deposits from both the upper and lower terraces from the Geometric to Hellenistic periods
at Perachora (low-level). I compile the evidence with a particular focus on establishing
differences in documentation between the published and unpublished record for the stratigraphy
from each area and deposit. My reconstruction establishes the evidence available from the
primary publication first and then compares this to the documentation available from the archival
record. While the reconstruction of depositional episodes, which follows the reconstruction of
the stratigraphy, is part of the application of a depositional approach, I differentiate between this
phase of analysis as it necessitates drawing medium-level inferences about the actions associated
with the creation of these layers. By isolating instances of deposition that were conflated in the
publication of the named deposits and site stratigraphy, I clarify aspects of the record at
Perachora that have been misunderstood or remain undiscussed.
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As part of the final phase of analysis, I relate the depositional episodes to the discussion of
maintenance practices (Part III). My reconstruction of maintenance is not the mechanism or
research interest that defines my methodology; rather, it results from the stage of my
investigation in which I use the reconstructed evidence to explore higher-level questions related
to the practices facilitating the operation of the sanctuary through deposition. Approaching
deposition as an aspect of maintenance allows me to use my reconstruction of the evidence for
Perachora to investigate the types of maintenance represented by the named deposits, such as:
reoccurring or single occurrence deposition; the leveling of layers over occupied space in
association with “standard” occupation rather than renovations; the separation of the physical
remains from distinct religious practices; the reoccurring deposition of burnt and votive remains
throughout the sanctuary’s occupation; the clustering of like objects; the deposition of complete
or fragmentary votives; and the transport or restriction of object types to specific areas for
deposition.
I propose that a comprehensive reconsideration of maintenance is possible only when
working with a data set reconstructed through the application of a depositional approach.
Analyzing maintenance for named deposits allows me to engage with deposits as a significant
archaeological feature, while also emphasizing the benefits of avoiding entanglement with past
arguments that have stressed the limitations of the record for Perachora. Reconstructing these
maintenance practices also allows me to discuss the relationship between the depositional and
religious practices occurring at the site over time.
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PART I. Establishing a Methodology for Reconstructing Deposition and Characterizing
Perachora as a Case Study
Part I has two primary objectives: to develop my methodology in the broader context of the
scholarship on deposition and to explain why and how I will apply it to Perachora. I outline my
methodology (Chapter 2) prior to addressing Perachora as a case study as this allows me to
clarify how analyzing the archaeological evidence for deposition frames my approach to the
legacy data for Perachora (Chapters 3–5). Reconsidering archival materials and data sets from
previously excavated sites is not a new approach when investigating votive deposits and
assemblages from Greek sanctuaries;5 but my use of low-, medium-, and high-level inference in
relation to three stages of depositional analysis is a new contribution focused on advancing the
systematic study of deposition. While I apply my analysis to understanding depositional and
maintenance practices at Perachora, I use the outline of my methodology to suggest that my
approach to deposition using a systematic, hierarchical analysis is flexible enough to be applied
to the reconstruction and evaluation of deposits at many sites and for a variety of research
questions.

5

The archival record has been used, for instance, in reevaluations of the evidence from sites like
Olympia (Barfoed 2015b; Barringer 2021; Bocher 2008, 2015; Frielinghaus 2006, 2011; Graells
i Fabregat 2016; Kyrieleis 2002, 2006, 2011; Morgan 1990; Scott 2010; Sinn 2000a) and Isthmia
(Broneer 1976; Gebhard 1998; Gebhard and Reece 2005; Hemans 1994; Morgan 1994, 2011).
The ability to reconsider these sites—as well as others like Delphi has been discussed in relation
to the adoption of the doctrines of ‘Altertumswissenschaft’ (rigorous, comprehensive, and
detailed analysis), a development that spurred systematic excavation in Greece (Hornblower et
al. 2014, pp. 708–709; Morris 1994, p. 26).
11

My use of low-, medium-, and high-level inference to subdivide my analysis—or my use of a
three-tiered methodological approach—reflects my firm belief that archaeological analysis, while
hypothesis driven, must present the evidence for deposition as a data set that can be reevaluated
without necessitating extensive reconstruction of the legacy data, as I do in this study. As a
result, my methodology employed in the evaluation of the evidence from Perachora structures
the analysis on a spectrum, allowing my approach to move from the base level of evidence, lowlevel inference, to the complex reconstruction of a narrative from the evidence, high-level
inference.
My conceptualization of deposition as a construct defined differently in relation to each
stage of analysis requires that I establish the parameters for approaching the evidence from a
depositional perspective in relation to the three levels of inference—the deposit/votive deposit
(low-level), depositional episodes (medium-level), and maintenance (high-level). Placing the
review of the scholarship for deposition and my proposed methodology first, Chapter 2, serves to
emphasize how my approach to the depositional evidence for Perachora is structured by my
broader interest in deposition. My subsequent review of the history of excavations and the
scholarship for Perachora, Chapters 3–5, highlights how it is necessary to compile pertinent
background knowledge, particularly for the archival materials, prior to applying my
methodology. In this respect, the structuring of the argument both in this section and for the
dissertation reflect the manner in which I approached the evidence as part of the implementation
of my methodology. This framework also allows me to discuss the benefits of applying my
methodology to the reconstruction of the depositional evidence for other archaeological sites, as
well as the potential of using the approach to increase our understanding of maintenance in
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Greek sanctuaries. In both respects, my contribution goes beyond redefining our understanding
of Perachora.

13

Chapter 2. Defining a Depositional Approach: Deposits, Depositional Episodes, and
Maintenance
2.1. Introduction
In this chapter, I outline the critical relationships of deposition to deposits and votive deposits
(2.2.1a–b), to depositional episodes (2.2.2), and finally to maintenance (2.3); each of these
sections addresses major developments or approaches impacting the terminology and
conceptualization of deposition within these specific frameworks. Although the objective here is
not to redefine the terminology associated with the analysis of deposition, I clarify in these
sections how I employ certain concepts.6 Throughout, I highlight how these concepts inform my
approach to the reconstruction of deposition at Perachora.
My approach progresses from low- to high-level inference by employing a hierarchical
methodology that considers the reconstruction of deposition at three levels—deposit/votive
deposit, depositional episode, and maintenance. While my three-tiered depositional approach
starts with deposits and ends with maintenance, I consider these facets as part of a complex
spectrum related to the analysis of deposition. My analysis also engages with an archaeological
interest in explaining why specific materials end up where we discover them.7 Although
scholars have critiqued oversimplified approaches to deposition as part of a concerted effort to

6

Pilz 2011, pp. 16–17.
Fontijn 2002; Lucas 2012; Lyman 2012; Sullivan 1978. For this study, “why” does not refer to
intent, but approaches patterning as a means of providing insight into broader questions about the
deliberate selection and exclusion of certain materials as part of deposition and maintenance.
7

14

move away from generalizing conceptualizations of the archaeological record,8 there have been
limited attempts to reevaluate the classifications of deposits in legacy data by considering the
spectrum of depositional activities occurring in sacred spaces.9 Reviewing the development of
classificatory units used to discuss deposition allows me to contextualize how general
perceptions and assumptions attributed to votive deposits impact interpretations of
archaeological data, particularly for the named deposits at Perachora. The review also situates
my research in the broader discussion of stratigraphic analysis, site formation, and deposition.
The study of deposition in deposits in Greek sanctuaries has not yet been systematically
conducted, and depositional processes have not been analyzed as part of a system of site
maintenance.10 However, a number of publications deal with the isolation of deposition in the
archaeological record. Developments in field techniques and excavation methodologies,
particularly in the analysis of site formation processes and principles of stratigraphy, have had
extensive impact on the identification and evaluation of deposits, including those in sacred

Clark 1993; D’Amore 2014; Garrow 2012; Gasche and Tunca 1983; Harris 1979a; Joyce and
Pollard 2010; Karkanas and Goldberg 2018; Lucas 2015; Schiffer 1976, 1979; Stein 1987;
Warburton 2008.
9
Few works consider the range of concepts pertinent to the depositional analysis of deposits
making it necessary to draw on a range of scholarship from outside the subfield of classical
archaeology. For the critical debates and developments defining archaeological approaches to the
isolation and classification of deposits and stratigraphy, see Bradley 1985; Clark 1993; D’Amore
2014; Gasche and Tunca 1983; Garrow 2012; Harris 1979a; Hill 1995; Joyce and Pollard 2010;
Lucas 2012; Lyman 2012; Roskams 2001; Schiffer 1987; Stein 1987, 1990; Stein and Holliday
2017; Warburton 2008.
10
Despite widespread acknowledgment of the impact of past actions on our understanding of the
archaeological record, studies rarely draw correlations between depositional/maintenance
practices and the interpretation of deposits and stratigraphy; see the sources for deposits and
stratigraphy above. For overviews of critical developments in the analysis of stratigraphy and site
formation processes, see Karkanas and Goldberg 2018; Lyman and O’Brien 1999; Lucas 2001,
2012.
8

15

spaces.11 In addition, studies reevaluating archaeological approaches to religion have promoted
contextual approaches to the reconstruction of religious practices,12 facilitating the narrowing of
the research to specific material culture categories, places, and times. Since a comprehensive
approach has yet to be produced, my review of scholarship addresses a range of studies that have
impacted the analysis of depositional practices in deposits both within and outside the field of
classical archaeology.
Despite this broad scope, a well-known archaeological feature, the votive deposit, remains
integral to my analysis. Disciplinary and site-specific parameters, ranging from the state of
excavation methods to personal research interests, affect how we understand votive deposits and,
in turn, impact our interpretations of deposition.13 To address this, I argue that the reconstruction
of deposition in votive deposits must take into consideration the full spectrum of aspects
influencing the isolation of these features as archaeological units, including technical aspects that
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Carr 1984, p. 104. Developments in the stratigraphic analysis and the reconstruction of
archaeological sites have resulted in the implementation of approaches that reevaluate the role of
contextual analysis in archaeological investigation. These studies reflect a concern with
systemically applying scientific principles to the investigation, excavation, and documentation of
the record. However, approaches to deposition remain extremely varied, see, for instance,
Barrett 2015; Barrowclough and Malone 2007; Carr 1984; Garrow 2012; Gasche and Tunca
1983; Harris 1979a; Hill 1995; Hughes 2014; Joyce and Pollard 2010; Lyman 2012; Moratto and
Kelly 1978; Patrik 1985; Rathje and Schiffer 1973; Richards and Thomas 1984; Rowan 2012;
Schiffer 1983, 1987; Stein 1987; Walker and Lucero 2000; Wood and Johnson 1978.
12
Gosden 1999, p. 109; Patrik 1985, p. 38. For varied approaches to the identification of ritual
and cult practices in the analysis of the archaeological record, see Aldenderfer 2012; Antonaccio
2005; Barfoed 2009, 2015a; Barrett 1988; Barrowclough and Malone 2007; Bell 1992, 1997;
Blakely 2017; Boivin 2009; Cosmopoulos 2005; D’Agata, et al. 2009; Elsner 2012; Fogelin
2007; Hägg and Alroth 2005; Insoll 2009; Karatas 2020; Kyriakidis 2007; Mattern 2006;
Mylonopoulos 2006; Pakkanen and Bocher 2015; Renfrew 2007; Rowan 2012; Walker and
Lucero 2000; Winter 2010.
13
Concern with the need for standardization in archaeological investigation emerged early in the
emergence of the discipline. By the late twentieth century, systematic stratigraphic analysis and
standardized classification of stratigraphy had both emerged as critical interests of the discipline
(Clarke 1968; Daniel 1975; Deetz 1967; Grayson 1983; Rathje and Schiffer 1982; Renfrew
1983; Shennan 2004; Stein 1987, 1990).
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inform the excavation and recognition of deposition in archaeological excavations and the
classification of deposits. In addition to expanding how we approach votive deposits themselves,
I establish a methodology herein for reconstructing the stratigraphic evidence that also considers
contexts that do not constitute votive deposits, but illuminate their creation, such as the
modification of space for/through deposition. In this respect, my perception of deposition is
focused on establishing the concrete evidence that allows for the identification of differences in
deposition across a site rather than patterning and structuring in isolation.
Deposition is not only a concrete attribute of the archaeological record, however. Deposition
is also an interpretative construct for drawing conclusions about the processes and actions
informing depositional practices. I propose an approach to deposition that isolates attributes
influenced by a multitude of factors, which, when considered more comprehensively, inform our
understanding of depositional episodes and ultimately maintenance practices.14
Approaching deposits as an avenue for discussing the treatment of offerings as part of
depositional practices allows me to avoid ascribing value to votive deposits, the associated
assemblages, or the actions producing them based on religious significance. My depositional
approach also relies on the ability to isolate and reconstruct the documentation of the stratigraphy
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My approach draws on the extensive scholarship on formation processes and structured
deposition. For the development of formation theory and its continued impact on stratigraphic
analysis, see Bertemes and Biehl 2001; Harris 1979a; Harris et al. 1993; Laneri 2015; Lyman
and O’Brien 1999; Mandel et al. 2017; Schiffer 1987; Stein 1987, 1990. For the discussion of
patterning and structured deposition, see Braithwaite 1984; Garrow 2012; Fontijn 2002; Hill
1995; Richards and Thomas 1984; Roskams et al. 2013; Sullivan 1978; Wood and Johnson 1978.
For the application of the study of deposition in sacred spaces, see Barrett 2015, 2016;
Barrowclough and Malone 2007; Bell 1992, 1997; Blakely 2017; Boivin 2009; Bouma 1996;
Fogelin 2007; Garwood et al. 1991; Glinister 2000; Hughes 2014; Insoll 2009; Joyce and Pollard
2010; Kyriakidis 2007; Laneri 2015; B. Morris 1987; Murgan 2016; Richards and Thomas 1984;
Roskams et al. 2013; Rowan 2012; van Straten 1981, 2000.
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within legacy data. For my case study, the Heraion at Perachora, applying this methodology
leads to significant findings that challenge current perceptions of legacy data and thus allow us to
redefine our perceptions of votive deposits, depositional episodes, and maintenance both at the
site and in general.
2.2. Deposition as an Archaeological Construct
My three-tiered depositional approach begins with looking at the deposit itself, as I associate
the isolation of evidence for deposition within the deposit with low-level inference. The
reconstruction of stratigraphic evidence for deposits is also the most extensive step in my
analysis, and it provides the evidence for the discussion of deposition in respect to depositional
episodes and maintenance. My second phase of analysis, the reconstruction of depositional
episodes, uses the evidence to draw medium-level inferences about deposition. Associating the
evidence with instances or episodes of disposal is part of the classification of depositional
processes in the archaeological record. I argue that, when derived from the compilation of the
evidence, the isolation of depositional episodes structures the evidence into a usable construct
that can be analyzed more critically as part of archaeological investigations. My identification of
depositional episodes facilitates the third phase of analysis, the reconstruction of maintenance
practices. In this final phase of analysis, I use the data set generated through the application of a
depositional approach to draw high-level inferences about the maintenance activities associated
with the deposition of votives. I reconstruct maintenance as actions governing the upkeep of
sacred space, but approach this from the purview of depositional evidence.
The implementation of my hierarchical analysis reflects my concern with avoiding a reliance
on mischaracterizations of the archaeological evidence. My structuring also allows me to
establish how the way I construct the data set—progressing from low- to high-level inference—
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makes my stages of analysis interdependent and allows me to address the evidence for the
stratigraphy more comprehensively and systematically than other studies have done. I also
outline how it is necessary to start with reconstruction of deposits prior to addressing how my
classifications of depositional episodes can be utilized to test hypotheses about the formation of
the archaeological record. Doing so allows me to be transparent about the nature of the evidence
while still developing the data set necessary to draw conclusions about past maintenance
practices.
2.2.1a. Deposition in Deposits
As part of the development of the first stage of my methodology, I synthesize the scholarship
central to understanding the utilization of the deposit as an archaeological tool for discussing
deposition. Establishing the relationship between deposits and deposition requires relating the
use of the deposit as an archaeological unit to interpretations of the deposit as part of the
reconstruction of depositional processes. An archaeological deposit is conventionally defined as
a “three-dimensional unit that is distinguished in the field on the basis of the observable changes
in some physical properties. Thus, the deposit is defined on the basis of its physical properties
and the boundaries that define its three-dimensional character.”15 Descriptions of deposits, at
their core, are based on observable attributes (observations of tangible characteristics derived
independently from any notions of significance) and inferential attributes (observations that draw
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Stein 1987, p. 338–339. Variances in defining a deposit are the product of a number of
influences, ranging from region of excavation to institutional training. The history of
intradisciplinary and cross-disciplinary differences in terminology in the field of archaeology is
beyond the scope of this analysis and has been treated extensively elsewhere in a number of
readers and encyclopedias. See, for instance, Darvill 2008; Daniel 1975; Kipfer 2000; Renfrew
and Bahn 2005. Stein’s definition is employed here as it draws on the general definition of the
archaeological deposit proposed by Schiffer (1983, 1987), which has widely impacted
perceptions of site formation, while offering a more concise and up-to-date definition.
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inferences about significance based on analysis of deposits and their contents), which are used to
define the physical properties and three-dimensional character of deposits discussed as evidence
for depositional processes.16 For this dissertation, the deposit serves as the node linking together
seemingly unconnected approaches to the study of deposition.
I also address the material definition of the deposit as a stratigraphic unit and outline
concepts and jargon influencing perceptions of deposition in deposits as a result of these
classifications. This is not just a matter of semantics. Subject linkage through dynamic keyword
inclusion and algorithms has made terminology and concepts essential in grouping and
disseminating scholarship.17 The development of specific terminology in archaeological
approaches determines which concepts have come to the forefront in the study of deposition; in
particular, the deposit cannot be divorced from depositional analysis.18 The characterization of
deposits proposed herein emphasizes the interplay between the physical, systematic description
and the intellectual, subjective description of deposits by considering how these are employed in
the discussion of deposition.
Another reason to focus on the deposit is that both the isolation and classification of deposits,
and the collection and interpretation of the associated assemblages were part of the development
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Klejn 1977, p. 2; Krumbein and Sloss 1963, pp. 28–29; Sullivan 1978.
Technological advances, like computer-based research and databasing, have dramatically
increased the importance of verbiage in the dissemination and use of scholarship. Key words
facilitate the use of specific research in relation to broader research subjects, such as depositional
studies.
18
Emerging “hot” topics within the discipline, like the archaeology of ritual and religion and
materiality, link together studies that conceptualize of concepts and terminology differently. For
the study of the “archaeology of ritual and religion,” see Barrett 2016; Barrowclough and
Malone 2007; Bell 1992, 1997; Bertemes and Biehl 2001; Brück 1999; Edwards 2005; Fogelin
2007; Garwood et al. 1991; Insoll 2004a, 2009, 2011; Kyriakidis 2007; Raja and Rüpke 2015;
Renfrew 1994; Rowan 2012; Whitley and Hays-Gilpin 2008. Additional networks, like The
Votive Project, provide starting points for scholars to develop concepts centered on a shared
interest, but vary greatly in their treatment of topics (Graham and Hughes 2016).
17
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of archaeological investigations; as a result, the identification of deposits remains a valid artifactcollection strategy.19 No matter how an archaeologist approaches the evidence, deposits and the
associated materials remain at the core of archaeological investigations.20 The push for
standardized excavation methodologies and terminology is associated with the disciplinary
objective to systematically recover and study material culture.21 The documentation of
deposition in the archaeological record developed as part of the use of the cross-comparison of
isolatable archaeological assemblages, or contextual analysis, to facilitate interpretations of the
archaeological data.22 Systematic excavation and standardized classification of stratigraphy both
became foundational aspects of the discipline that promoted interest in the isolation of
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Daniel 1975; Deetz 1967; Grayson 1983; Harris 1979a; Harris et al. 1993; Rathje and Schiffer
1982; Stein 1987.
20
Bintliff 2004. There is much debate over how academics should be thinking about
archaeology, or the way materials are approached. This work offers a concise introduction to
core themes in archaeology and outlines how they have been reconsidered at various points in
the development of the discipline.
21
Ashmore and Sharer 1993, pp. 36–41; Petrie 1904; Roskams 2001; Wheeler 1947, 1954.
Various techniques for systematic excavation in early archaeological investigations were
proposed by scholars like Worsaae (1849) and Petrie (1904). Subsequently, scholars, like
Wheeler (1947, 1954) and Kenyon (1952), placed emphasis on the importance of the
relationships between objects and context. These theories were developed further by scholars
like Harris (1979a, 1979b) and Schiffer (1976, 1987) as part of contextual analysis and the
identification of cultural processes in relation to stratigraphic analysis and formation theory. See
Harris for an overview of developments in stratigraphic investigations (1979a, pp. 11–13).
22
Binford and Sabloff 1982; McAnany and Hodder 2009; Mills and Walker 2008; Renfrew
1982, 1983; Wylie 1985, pp. 66–67. A focus on materials from stratified deposits was made
possible by the increasing amount of archaeological data available for analysis, as well as
refinements in the identification of deposits. The cross-comparison of assemblages was used to
define shared or distinct assemblages that aided in separating humans into distinct cultural
groups (Trigger 1978, pp. 226–227). Emerging contextual approaches to the study of artifacts,
like those adopted by Arthur Evans, gradually altered archaeological approaches to deposits and
the associated assemblages through the consideration of depositional aspects of the record.
Contextual reconstructions of past institutions sparked an interest in a structural and material
understanding of social institutions (Bradley 2005; Evans 1883, p. 108; Gettel 2018, pp. 115–
117; Hodder 1992, pp. 7–14).
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depositional processes in the archaeological record.23 However, divergent methods for the
isolation and classification of deposits have implications for the state of the evidence.
Classifications of deposits convey numerous underlying connotations through the synthesis and
interpretation of the data obtained in the field, which necessitates that my reevaluation of these
features take these interpretive frameworks into consideration.24
Such connotations become clearer when one considers the level of inference employed
during each step of the archaeological process. The analysis of the material record
conventionally starts with the excavation and documentation of the deposit, progresses to the
evaluation of the temporal and spatial relationships between deposits, and then utilizes the data
set to generate a narrative that reconstructs specific aspects of the past.25 This progression
reflects a spectrum of low-, medium-, and high-level inferences, which contribute to a flexible
archaeological understanding of deposits.26 While interpretation is part of the identification of
deposits in the archaeological record, most archaeologists view this as minimal or low-level
inference.27 I argue that, as it pertains to fieldwork, primary publication, and the analysis of

Harris 1979b, pp. 9–10; Lyman and O’Brien 1999, p. 82. The work of scholars like Sir
William Flinders Petrie raised critical questions about the way archaeologist’s approach,
excavate, and document the archaeological record. Petrie compiled excavation techniques being
used across the discipline and critiqued approaches to the archaeological record, while endorsing
the development of a universal methodology aimed at documenting the horizontal positions of
artifacts and artifact associations. Petrie’s survey of archaeological approaches was a product of
his concern with developing a model for the organization of assemblages into a chronological
sequence and had extensive implications for the excavation of deposits due to its focus on
context as vital tool for providing information about typologies through documentation of the
association of finds within the archaeological record (Petrie 1899, p. 297; 1904, p. 139).
24
Cole 1980, p. 3.
25
Bradley 1985; Carr 1984; Garrow 2012; Harris 1977, 1979b; Lucas 2012; Stein 1987.
26
Binford 1964; Lucas 2015; Raab and Goodyear 1984; Schiffer 1972; Shahack-Gross 2017;
Shott 1998; Smith 1911; Tschauner 1996; Ucko 1995.
27
Shennan 2004, p. 3; Stein 1987, pp. 346–347. Interpretations employed in the identification of
deposits, if documented appropriately and applied systematically, do not interfere with the aim of
producing a data set from the archaeological record.
23
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legacy data, the deposit can be constructively utilized both as a concrete, stratigraphic unit and a
flexible, interpretive construct. Thus, for my study, the deposit is central to low-, medium-, and
high-level inferences.
Defining the deposit as an archaeological construct is a necessary part of this analysis as it
helps establish underlying connotations associated with the classification of these features.28
Unfortunately, the distinction between data collection and inferential observation in the
classification of deposits often remains implicit rather than systematically defined, particularly
when dealing with legacy data.29 Three main properties drive systems of classification used by
archaeologists as part of a standardized approach to deposits: 1) the physical attributes, 2) the
material assemblage, and 3) the temporal aspects.30 The first two properties, which inevitably
define the discussion of the chronological attributes of the deposit, are the aspects most
commonly discussed as needing to be systematically documented. Various tools, like Harris
Matrices, scale drawings, and context sheets, are used by archaeologists to document and
compile the data in accordance with accepted disciplinary practices.31 In particular, the
nomenclature used to discuss the archaeological record serves as an intellectual construct
employed by archaeologists to visualize how the archaeological record is organized.32 For
instance, level, layer, feature, bed, stratum, locus, horizon, context, and stratigraphic/excavation
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Throughout the history of the discipline and within various schools of thought, deposits have
been identified, isolated, and interpreted differently, perpetuating an elastic use of the deposit as
standardized terminology (Gasche and Tunca 1983; McAnany and Hodder 2009; Meyer 1984;
Stein 1987).
29
Krumbein and Sloss 1963, pp. 20–30.
30
Farrand 1984a, 1984b; Gasche and Tunca 1983. The application of standardized terminology
is part of a systematic approach to stratigraphic analysis that is used to draw inferences about the
chronology and association of deposits (Lyman and O’Brien 1999, p. 58).
31
Dunnell 1970; Farrand 1984a, 1984b; Harris 1977, 1979; Lucas 2012; Lyman 2012.
32
Binford 1968; Willey and Sabloff 1980.
23

unit are terms used in conjunction with the analysis and identification of deposits in the
archaeological record.33
The mechanisms of standardization used in archaeological discussions, which are often
defined as part of theoretical and methodological approaches, provide a common ground for
analysis.34 While the archaeological documentation of deposits comprises of concrete, data
driven observations, it does require low- to medium-level interpretation.35 Addressing the
impact of these interpretations allows the deposit to be utilized as part of a pragmatic datacollection strategy within my depositional approach.36 I argue that, if documented transparently,
the deposit serves as a category for systematically approaching, identifying, and documenting
attributes that permit the testing of hypotheses that approach depositional practices as evidence
for maintenance in the archaeological record.37
The physical attributes and material assemblage are the components used to define the
deposit as a concrete, isolatable unit.38 Both attributes are commonly discussed as a product of
deposition, but physical properties in particular are used to establish the depositional processes
represented at a site. For instance, deposits classified on the basis of physical properties, rather
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Cremeens and Hart 1995, p. 17; Karkanas and Goldberg 2018, pp. 1–3; Stein 1987, p. 346.
The deposit is treated by many scholars as the principal archaeological unit providing a
framework for archaeological excavations and analysis of the archaeological record.
34
Lucas 2012, pp. 1–17. Lucas addresses how understanding terms, like archaeological record,
requires recognition that the use of these tools is part of a larger interpretive framework specific
to the discourse and that defining the use of terms in the discipline requires reevaluating the
evidence from the perspective of both theory and practice/methodology.
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Lyman 2012; Osborne 2004b.
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Rathje and Schiffer 1982.
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Garrow 2012; Harris 1979a, 1979b; Karkanas and Goldberg 2018; Schiffer 1987.
38
Harris 1979a; Karkanas and Goldberg 2018; Schiffer 1987; Stein 1987. Interpretations of the
temporal aspects of deposits are derived through the analysis of these attributes. The
chronological classification of deposits is not the focus here as the analysis of depositional
episodes focuses more on the relation of these features than specific dating.
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than material assemblage or chronology, are typically referred to as excavation units, strata, or
layers.39 Other physical attributes include aspects such as deposit location, size, shape, or
sediment color, compaction, or texture.40 Although key to reconstructing deposition, these
attributes are often documented less formally as part of the initial interpretation of deposits and
then are presented in a more standardized manner as part of the synthesis of the documentation
through stratigraphic analysis.41 Thus, my methodology draws correlations based on the physical
attributes of deposits in order to establish how initial interpretations and critiques of these
classifications inform our understanding of deposition at Perachora.
The impact of such reclassification is most apparent in the discussion of named deposits as
the reidentification is often indicative of a changed perception of the significance of the feature,
which is informed by knowledge of the record that is not always apparent in the scholarship. I
explore how the unformalized “naming” of deposits has had a detrimental impact on evaluations
of deposition. This is because naming serves to reclassify deposits using meaning laden
terminology, which becomes problematic if the emphasis on the evidence associated with the
naming results in the exclusion or lack of consideration of other indicators of deposition. For
instance, changes in physical attributes are often denoted in field notes and publications by a title
or label given to the deposit (e.g., the plow zone, pebble layer, dark stratum, mud layer). As part
of stratigraphic analysis, different names are codified in the publications than were employed
during excavations. Field notebooks tend to refer to deposits using less stratigraphic

D’Amore 2014; Lyman and O’Brien 1999, pp. 58–59; Stein 1987, pp. 346–349.
Karkanes and Goldberg 2018; Stein 1987, p. 346.
41
Stein 1987, pp. 337–338. The contextual association of artifacts, although not referred to using
these terms, was a component in the early history of archaeology due to growing interest in the
seriation of artifacts and the chronological ordering of deposits. The relationship of deposits
allowed for the age of artifacts to be inferred or confirmed.
39
40
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classifications, such as the name of the excavator or a specific find; when updated for
publication, these classifications tend to utilize the systems set forward for stratigraphic
excavation. Unfortunately, the lack of correlation with the original “name” makes it difficult for
subsequent scholars to easily draw the connections necessary to reassess deposition using legacy
data.42 Part of the reconstruction of named deposits in my study focuses on establishing how to
deal with these issues.
Clarifying the type, nature, and individual attributes for deposition is part of my reevaluation
of the descriptive, naming classifications of deposits, such as votive deposits, foundation
deposits, leveling deposits, and rubbish deposits.43 As part of my reevaluation of deposits, I
argue that understanding the classification of depositional processes provides a foundation for
exploring complex questions about the role of deposits in archaeological reconstructions of past
practices.44 As my methodology shows, delineating deposits from one another inevitably places
emphasis on how the deposit can be used to isolate and reconstruct depositional activities or
identify differences in the processes resulting in the creation of these features.45
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While my focus is on low-level analysis or the reconstruction of depositional attributes, the
discussion of formation and deposition in the scholarship is inexplicitly linked, making it
necessary to reconstruct the evidence using both medium- and high-level inferences outlining the
evidence as part of interpretations of deposition. For instance, within formation theory, deposits
are viewed as produced by depositional processes and the evidence is used to draw conclusions
about the actions and activities resulting in their formation.46 The codification of the study of
site formation brought classifications of depositional processes to the forefront in the analysis of
deposits.47 As part of the study of site formation, archaeologists began to establish that sources
(time, location, materials), transport agents (cultural and natural transforms), and environment of
deposition (pit, scatter, destruction, abandonment) should be the same for a single deposit.48
Formalized consideration of site formation processes was stressed as vital to understanding
stratigraphic contexts.49 Terms like primary and secondary deposit, closed context, or in situ
developed as classifications establishing the nature of the evidence and inferences that could be
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drawn by establishing archaeological contexts.50 However, reliance on these terms has
perpetuated the notion that depositional practices within specific contexts, such as sanctuaries,
are commonplace and well understood. For instance, the identification of votive deposits—
which I discuss at greater length below—in sacred space has been associated with the deposition
of dedications as part of the clearing out of sacred spaces, drawing unclear distinctions between
the low-level classification of deposits based on the evidence and medium- and high-level
interpretation of the manner and reason for deposition.51 The subsequent grouping of materials
for analysis by deposit has also caused depositional assemblages, or the objects associated with
one another within a deposit, to be used to draw various interpretations about the association of
these materials within their use-life. In this respect, votive deposits are treated as both a
formalized classification and interpretive construct in discussions of both deposition and the
depositional assemblage, creating problematic overlap between levels of interpretation.
I argue that the underlying perceptions associated with the analysis of deposits have
contributed extensively to the mischaracterization of deposition in site analysis. The perception
of the deposit as a unit representative of a specific instance of deposition is used to imply that the
assemblage contained within a deposit can be treated as part of a uniform corpus.52 In other
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words, depositional assemblages are typically interpreted as the product of a single, isolatable
depositional event.53 Although the scale of the depositional event being isolated differed from
excavator to excavator, the artifacts found in association with one another within the boundaries
of the deposit are classified as coming from the same depositional context.54 Approaches to the
identification of deposition focused on formation processes as factors informing our
understanding of context.55 The isolation of homogenous physical attributes is used to identify
characteristics, such as the spatial relation of the artifacts, that could be used to identify
recognizable depositional mechanisms within a deposit.56 Associated material assemblages are
then used to characterize, or identify the type, date, and function of individual deposits.57 The
resulting conflations between archaeological contexts and the associated assemblages promote
generalizing discussions of the manner of deposition in deposits, particularly when discussing
practices like ritual disposal.58 Scholars have critiqued these approaches to contextual analysis,
arguing that there should not be a hierarchy linked to the classification of deposits.59 I argue that
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one way for analysis to acknowledge the complexity of the relationships between the deposit,
artifact, and depositional episodes is to employ an interpretive hierarchy that builds from the
documentation of the evidence to the reconstruction of deposition as action.
The study of depositional assemblages in association with deposits and deposition is driven
by archaeologists’ interest in interpreting past human activities on the basis of patterning in
artifact distribution.60 The notion that deposition resulted in the formation of an isolatable
depositional assemblage or collection of objects has caused scholars to argue that the resulting
patterning, such as object distribution and state of preservation, could be used to reconstruct
formation processes.61 There remains a need to concretely establish how patterns are conflated
with depositional practices as this relationship has been treated as understood in the past.62
Categories for distinct types of deposition, including single-event deposition, accumulating
deposition, alternating/reoccurring deposition, and relocated deposition, can be used to draw
correlations between social and depositional practices.63 The application of terminology
proposing mid-level interpretations of deposition as action has only recently been explored in the
analysis of deposits. I suggest that both low- and medium-level inferences, which are employed
herein as part of the reconstruction of stratigraphy and depositional episodes, should be applied
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as part of a carefully constructed methodology that focuses on the benefits of considering
deposition at various scales rather than as an end in and of itself.
The connotations I associate with deposit herein differ from those typically associated with
depositional contexts: rather than classifying deposits based on generalizing interpretations of
deposition, such as date, nature of finds, or perceived function, I propose that it is more
beneficial to build from the documentation of the attributes represented within deposits to the
description of depositional processes as part of depositional episodes.64 I argue that the deposit
provides a valid construct for analyzing the archaeological record, but the data derived from the
deposit for deposition is not contextual. For me, the deposit is a key construct for contextual
analysis, but in order to establish context, the deposit must be perceived of as an interpretive unit
that is used to draw conclusions about the depositional relationships represented, which I refer to
as depositional episodes. For instance, a layer containing ash, animal bones, and other materials
can be isolated as a depositional episode and then used to discuss whether sacrifice/feasting
occurred in the sanctuary or in a particular activity area. However, identifying the episode as
reoccurring—based on the formation of similar layers in association with a mud layer containing
votives at several points during the occupation of the sanctuary—permits the reconsideration of
the episode in a broader context. Contextualizing the episodes in their broader stratigraphic
context allows me to hypothesize about the maintenance practices occurring at the sacred center
as part of high-level inference.
The explanatory nature of archaeology and the central role of deposits in archaeological
analysis have produced a dialogue in which there is limited distinction in the levels of

64

Lucas 2012, 2017.
31

interpretation employed in reconstructions of the past. As a result, the meaning associated with
conventional classifications of deposits is often taken for granted.65 Relying on underlying
assumptions or past categorizations of deposits and depositional processes has implications for
high-level inferences. Distinguishing between levels of inference also necessitates dealing with
the archaeological reasoning underlying characterizations of deposition in deposits.
In principle, deposits are distinguishable from other deposits in the archaeological record on
the basis of differences in depositional attributes or characteristics ranging from sedimentary
composition to man-made contents.66 However, critiques of archaeological reasoning, which
examined the benefits and pitfalls of empirical versus explanatory approaches to the analysis of
the archaeological record, argued against the perception of deposits as empirical, objectively
constructed tools for archaeological investigations.67 Perceiving the deposit as a standardized
archaeological unit does perpetuate the notion that identifying and interpreting depositional
processes is a straightforward and systematic process.68 As a result of these assumptions,
classifications like ritual/rubbish and structured/unstructured have as much impact on the
narrative drawn from the material record as the methodological approaches employed in the
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isolation of deposits.69 In particular, the perception of ritual practices as helpful for explaining
religious practices has caused the classification of votive deposits to acquire connotations of selfexplanatory significance, which attributes inherent value to the deposit based on underlying
assumptions about ritual.70
Structuring and patterning are often identified through the analysis of the distribution of
artifacts within and across deposits; a focus on identifying these attributes as part of the analysis
of formation processes prompted reevaluations of the importance of deposition for understanding
the range of activities represented by deposits.71 Approaches to the interpretation of material
evidence, stratigraphy, and deposits have ranged from seeing all material as patterned or
structured,72 to seeing patterning as a biased, over-generalizing mechanism for grouping
materials.73 Overall, the identification of structuring sought to be more neutral by
acknowledging that interpretations of patterning were inferential; for instance, patterning was
discussed as a byproduct of patterned activities rather than just being a product of deliberately
structured discard.74
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I follow in this line of thought by defining patterning as evidence for a spectrum of actions or
depositional processes acting on materials.75 In my study, patterning is linked to formation
processes like tramping, digging, dumping, sweeping, brushing, discarding, and placing, and the
identification of these processes is part of the classification system used in the analysis of
deposits.76 While I agree with the sentiment that classifications should be reevaluated,
abandoning the use of depositional analysis and the terminology associated with formation
processes neglects a valid avenue for reevaluating the main source of archaeological evidence,
legacy data for deposits.
Flexibility in the use of classifications demands that scholars be conscious of the underlying
concepts associated with particular jargon, as well as their personal application of the
terminology.77 Empirical and formulaic methodological approaches to features like deposits
have been criticized, particularly for down-playing elements that are part of the valid study of the
past, such as cultural complexes and the social meaning ascribed to the material record.78
However, Bintliff argued that neither empirical nor socio-historical approaches were superior,
but that both need to be acknowledged as systematic attempts to derive valid knowledge from the
archaeological record.79 Similarly, Hodder’s critique of archaeological reasoning and the
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identification of processes in the archaeological record sought a middle ground by arguing that
archaeologists needed to systematically redefine their understanding of ancient human action and
thought.80 Emphasis on the reconsideration of human action as part of empirical analysis is part
of the continued development of approaches concerned with the analysis of “social stratigraphy”
or the description of the anthropogenic processes represented in the record.81 The terminology
and concepts employed convey a sense of intent in respect to actions such as “erasing” and
“remembering”.82 Although these concepts are not adopted herein, it is worth noting that as a
result of these developments, depositional processes have been discussed as representative of the
relationship between the archaeological record and past human actions, or the “social” dimension
of the stratigraphic record.83 These reevaluations are pivotal to understanding changes in our
perception of deposition in relation to votive deposits.
2.2.1b. Deposition in Votive Deposits
While the classification of significance in deposits has been the focus of various
methodological approaches, we can look at the treatment of votive deposits in particular to
examine the impact of the classification on interpretations of deposition.84 Archaeological
approaches to votive deposits are shaped by the way concepts such as ritual, structured
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deposition, and sacred space are defined.85 I address the criteria used to classify deposition in
votive deposits, as the value and significance attributed to these deposits based on their
association with sanctuaries informs the interpretation of the formation of these features.86
Votive deposit, in the most basic sense, refers to deposits containing materials of a dedicatory
nature.87 The characterization of materials as votive is based on a general knowledge of the
context to which archaeological objects belong; the presence or absence of specific types of
objects or architecture serve as indicators of the sacred nature of the site.88 Although few objects
can be identified as exclusively votive in nature, the identification of dedicatory assemblages in
conjunction with religious sites makes it possible to characterize votive assemblages typical of
certain regions, sanctuary types, periods, and so on.89
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Inevitably, some archaeological deposits, such as votive deposits, are treated as more
noteworthy than others. Generally, votive deposits are classified as noteworthy on the basis of
the information the associated dedicatory assemblage provides about practices occurring in
sacred spaces.90 As a result, the votive deposit is almost never presented as a stratigraphic unit in
the same manner as a deposit.91 Assessments of the ritual nature of deposits associated with
special-use artifacts, like votives, also continue to preclude the reconsideration of the treatment
of votive materials as part of site maintenance.92 As part of my depositional approach, I do not
juxtapose votive deposits as a product of either ritual or practical activity; instead, I approach
deposition in votive deposits in the same manner as other instances of deposition in sacred space,
viewing all instances of deposition as part of religious practices. Thus, I avoid the
characterization of these deposits as noteworthy solely on the basis of the presence or absence of
votive objects.
Deposition is a concept that pervades interpretations of votive deposits, particularly as part of
the explanation of the intent driving the treatment of the associated materials.93 The
archaeological valuation, classification, and interpretation of votive deposits has varied as a
result of research interests, as well as owing to a changing understanding of modern versus
ancient perceptions of material and social value in respect to the act of disposal, or identification
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of depositional practices. Reconstructions have described sanctuaries as accumulating votives to
the point they were overflowing; explanations of deposition center around determining why
votives remained within sacred space and what happened to votives when they were no longer
considered suitable for display.94 The juxtaposition of careful/carless deposition has perpetuated
the perception of deposition of votives as serving two primary functions, one of which was to
deal with rubbish—the other ritual.95
The notion that votives were sacred property was accepted as a basic tenet of Greek
religion.96 Interpretations of the incorporation of materials into deposits accept that votives, as
property of the gods, were deposited within the bounds of sacred space, either as ritual deposits
or as sacred rubbish.97 As a result, the act of dealing with votives at the end of their use-life was
94
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discussed as either a culturally meaningful action or a practical necessity.98 Classifying a deposit
as a votive deposit attributes significance to deposits on the basis of their contents, but it is the
high-end interpretation of the feature that establishes the value attributed to the deposition of the
assemblage.99 For instance, Rouse, in his overview of Greek votives, notes that certain votives
were documented in inventories and recycled, while other objects “of no intrinsic worth” were
deposited “when their number became overwhelming.”100 As a result, the deposition of votives
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is associated with the removal of accumulated materials, resulting from a need to deal with these
assemblages owing to a lack of space.101
Recent approaches to deposition in votive deposits have argued for a more nuanced approach
to the identification of the manner of deposition.102 Critiques of classifications of ritual criticize
the use of the category as a catch-all for votive deposits that defy explanation, or are not easily
understood.103 Scholars have reconsidered the disposal of votives in respect to case studies,
which address the measures taken to clean a sanctuary and what these practices convey about
attitudes towards votives at the end of their use-life.104 Although these approaches do not take a
systematic approach to the reconstruction of deposition, they have resulted in a codification of
the classification of depositional practices. For instance, the structuring and arrangement of
votives within a deposit remains one of the primary factors informing the identification of careful
burial, or ritual deposition.105 Deposits with carefully arranged votives, which are interpreted as
having been deliberately selected and buried, are established as distinguishable from other,
haphazard deposits containing an array of votives, which are interpreted as rubbish suitable to be
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discussed as a leveling fill, which included votives, associated with a building program within
the sanctuary (Kron 1992; Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 123–124, 131–133). Evaluations of the black
layer have focused on the evidence the layer provides for cult activities (Barringer 2021; Bocher
2008, 2015; Bol 1978; Gimatzidis 2011; Kyrieleis 2006).
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Kyriakou and Tourtas 2015.
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used as leveling fill.106 The resulting classifications of worth are presented as fact rather than
hypotheses hinging on the interpretation of the deposition, which prohibits the consideration of
these features as part of a broader program of site maintenance in sacred spaces.107
In addition to reconsidering the manner in which offerings were deposited, studies have
focused on revaluating the value ascribed to select votive assemblages.108 As any object may
become a votive,109 interest in distinguishing between dedications and other materials within
sanctuaries is evident in the analysis of deposits and depositional assemblages—for instance,
discussions have distinguished between dedications and cult equipment/paraphernalia, or the
property of the gods and property of the sanctuary.110 A preferential focus on select, more easily
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identifiable votive deposits has perpetuated assumptions about the deposition represented by
votive deposits, while failing to create a corpus that allows for the comparison of different
depositional practices at a single sanctuary, or practices across sanctuaries. For instance, the
creation of a pit or receptacle is treated as indicative of a level of investment, which is often
encompassed in the classification of the deposit, such as the use of terms like bothros, foundation
deposit, or closed deposit, rather than leveling fill or sacred rubbish.111
“Votive deposit” is used here as a designator for deposits with a concentration of votives
significant enough for the excavator to denote during excavation, abandoning the connotations
associated with classifications of ritual and structuring. Such classifications emphasize votive
deposits as representative of activities associated with specific events, such as occupation or
destruction phases, building phases, shifts in the function of the space, and so on.112 Rather than
focusing on these instances, I consider the possibility that maintenance is an on-going activity
that can inform our understanding of the deposition of votives. This is a critical distinction as it
necessitates that my methodology consider the full spectrum of depositional practices occurring
in the sanctuary, ranging from single instance deposition in an occupied space to gradual
accumulation in an unoccupied area. While these scenarios have been discussed for Perachora, I
focus on conducting a comprehensive reconsideration of the evidence prior to drawing
conclusions about occasions leading to the formation of deposits.

1940; Sinn 1990, p. 103; Tomlinson 1988, 1990, 1992). For the discussion of hestiatorion
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Despite the beneficial treatment of deposition in recent studies, approaches continue to rely
on and engage with underlying assumptions about deposition; as a result, a major hinderance to
understanding and reevaluating votive deposits remains the characterization of depositional
processes, specifically the manner of deposition, as value laden.113 While the classification
“votive deposit” should be a neutral archaeological unit, which is defined as a deposit containing
materials of a dedicatory nature, the term often implies that the feature is ritually constructed,
containing concentrations of votives deliberately disposed in a structured manner.114
Reevaluating the social value imbued in practices, such as ritual structuring, is not productive
for my purposes, as my focus is on conducting a comprehensive reconsideration of deposition as
a means of reevaluating the grouping and juxtaposition of deposits; by reevaluating these
relationships, I reinterpret the evidence for deposition without narrowing the focus to the
identification of select religious practices, such as ritual structuring. I propose that while the
spectrum of depositional processes associated with deposits is vast, the deposit can be used
effectively to analyze various incidences of deposition. As part of the next phase of analysis, I
build from this overview of the history of research on deposition in deposits and votive deposits
to address the relation of deposition and depositional episodes. Doing so shifts the focus from
the broader discussion of deposits as archaeological units produced by deposition to the
reconstruction of depositional episodes.
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Reconsiderations of structuring have altered perceptions of archaeologists’ ability to identify
ritual. These studies have highlighted the difficulty with establishing a distinction between
unintentional patterned disposal of rubbish and deliberate structured disposal; see, for instance,
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2.2.2. Deposition and Depositional Episodes
In this dissertation, I take an archaeological approach to the identification of deposition by
reconstructing sequencing or the succession of depositional episodes represented at a site. One
of my primary goals in establishing a methodology for the reconstruction of depositional
episodes is establishing how to use evidence for deposition, specifically depositional attributes,
to reevaluate our understanding of the archaeological record.115 In doing so, I establish that the
relationship between deposition and depositional episode is that the episode is the surviving
archaeological evidence we must use to make inferences about depositional processes.
Within this framework, I do not use the term depositional episode to imply that the instance
of deposition is the result of a specific historical event, but, rather, to denote an instance or
manner of disposal that is isolatable archaeologically. My classification acknowledges that the
range of activities resulting in the formation of a deposit, like the placement and treatment of
materials, creates episodes that are evident in the reconstruction of deposition for these deposits.
Although it is difficult to pinpoint the discussion of depositional episodes as an
archaeological construct, the concept of depositional horizons is employed in various
methodologies.116 “Deposition” as an action is commonly used to refer to processes by which
artifacts move from active/systemic use to an archaeological context.117 Episodes of deposition
isolated as part of stratigraphic analysis are typically identified and described as the processes
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resulting in production of layers, such as a plow-zone or occupation layer.118 Thus, “deposition”
has been used to describe various phenomena linked to discard, ranging from loss to deliberate
disposal. Herein, I use depositional episode to classify instances of deposition isolatable within
or in respect to an archaeologically established attribute. Within these episodes, deposition is
identifiable at various scales, ranging from the clustering of similar objects in a larger
assemblage, to sorting and selection reflected by attributes like object size, distribution, and state
of preservation. For this reason, depositional episodes can occur within and across deposits
necessitating that the degree of resolution employed be established in relation to each individual
episode.
Depositional episode, rather than stratum, context, or deposit, is used in this study for several
reasons. The term is more encompassing of the spectrum of depositional processes represented
in the record that I consider herein. Much like stratum or context, I use depositional episode to
refer to a specific, isolatable archaeological unit. However, I acknowledge that the depositional
episode I isolate on the basis of the available evidence could be considered at a variety of scales,
evidence permitting. For instance, leveling often creates the mixing of two layers or depositional
episodes. If missed, the mixed materials and two or more distinct layers may be excavated and
documented as part of a single layer that may then be split into multiple layers as part of the
stratigraphic analysis in the site publication. As a result, the initial documentation of deposition
for the areas is based on the conflated analysis of several depositional episodes. At the same
time, a single depositional episode, such as a layer produced by the leveling or spreading of
materials across a terrace, may be isolated properly, but clustering and structuring within the
layer may be indicative of the earlier instances of deposition or depositional episodes that were
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disturbed by the formation of this later episode. The smaller-scale patterning within an episode
may provide insights into the depositional history of the site, such as the manner of transport of
materials, even though this is not recognizable as an independent depositional episode. Thus, for
my study, the reconstruction of a single depositional episode can include several types/facets of
deposition. As a result, my isolation of depositional episodes is focused on the association of
actions over the longue durée rather than specific periods or occupational phases. While these
elements are important, I employ an approach that considers the isolation and analysis of
instances of deposition without disregarding instances of poor stratigraphy or establishing the
value of these occurrences. Instead, I focus on identifying attributes informing our
understanding of the introduction of the materials to the archaeological record as part of
depositional practices.
As part of my reconstruction of deposition episodes, I reassess how deposition is classified in
deposits.119 My isolation of deposition episodes does not imply that the processes resulting in
deposition are uniform, or that a single explanation can be given for a process. Rather, my
analysis transitions from the use of these classifications as descriptors to the recognition of
deposition as a concrete action or episode that generates evidence representative of a spectrum of
activities.120 Approaches concerned with establishing the intent informing the disposal of
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votives associate the reconstruction of deposition with specific types of disposal.121 For instance,
the creation of votive deposits are commonly associated with transitional periods or events in the
life of the sanctuary, such as monumentalization, renovation, and cleaning-out.122 Rather than
hypothesizing about the variety of maintenance practices resulting in the formation of
depositional episodes, as I do in this dissertation, the evidence is often used to identify specific,
yet generalizing depositional events, such as clean-out.123 Our understanding of deposition is
further complicated by the use of votive deposits to define the function of structures and spaces,
which parallels attempts to define activity areas used for religious practices such as feasting,
processions, incubation, and other religious rituals versus areas used for disposal.124 A focus on
distinguishing between practical and ritual obscures other relationships between depositional
episodes, such as repetitive versus single-event depositional practices, and has implications for
the significance attributed to depositional practices; as established for my low-level analysis, I do
not employ juxtaposing classifications of the evidence for deposition in my reconstruction of
deposits, nor do I do so at this phase as it would place emphasis on select depositional episodes
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and the associated maintenance practices.125 As part of removing the focus from this dialogue, I
consider instances of deposition that can be isolated and studied whether or not we are able to
establish the reason behind these depositional episodes.
Avoiding a focus on the reason for disposal distinguishes my study from standard approaches
to the reconstruction of depositional processes in sacred space. In the paradigms used to discuss
the impetus for deposition in sacred space, archaeologists often already assume the votive
deposit is important, and interpretations seek to determine how this evidence can be used to draw
informed conclusions about the aspects inherent to the deposit (i.e., the religious value of the
objects, the intent behind the deposition, and the information it provides about religious beliefs
and practices).126 The framework is rarely questioned, and subsequent interpretations challenge,
but seldom reinvestigate, the classification of the function of deposition derived from the initial
analysis of the evidence. As a result, the basic assumptions associated with votive deposits still
restrict our understanding of deposition in sacred spaces.
In most instances, the isolation of deposition in sacred space places special focus on easily
delineated deposits that are noted for having a higher concentration of votives. Such
categorizations exclude instances of deposition that are not confined within easily delineated
bounds or contain less distinctive assemblages, resulting in an emphasis on certain deposits over
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others.127 I argue that in order to understand the significance of these episodes of deposition, it is
necessary to approach and analyze a wider array of depositional episodes using a methodology
that facilitates cross-comparison of the resulting data sets.128 Taking a broader approach to
understanding attributes of deposits containing votives avoids juxtaposing episodes of deposition
through the identification of unusual and commonplace (ritual and everyday) disposal in sacred
space.129
In many publications, named deposits are emphasized in the analysis as a result of the
implicit connotations associated with the meaning ascribed to these deposits based on the
interpretation of the manner of deposition, which is associated with high-level inferences. For
instance, a pit directly below the wall of a temple containing a concentration of objects can be
more concisely discussed as a product of ritual activity than a series of layers with unclear
boundaries, containing a wide variety of materials spanning the occupation of the sanctuary. In
interpretations of votive deposits, the identification of deliberate investment in creating a
repository has caused select deposits to be easily distinguished and these features are often
juxtaposed with features viewed as “lower-investment” deposits.130 In conjunction with
establishing a level of investment based on form, these discussions of depositional practices
apply value based on the associated assemblage and argue for selection as an element allowing
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for us to define instances of deposition.131 For instance, dumps (concentrations of discarded
material often placed in natural depressions at the outer edges of a sanctuary) and leveling-fills
(broadly spread layers containing fragmentary debris with tapering boundaries that prepare
expanses of a site for further construction) are examples of what might be classified as lowerinvestment deposits, despite the presence of votives.132 Higher value is attributed to
concentrations of votive materials interpreted as being selectively or intentionally deposited
rather than those materials deposited in less constrained contexts.133 Such classifications—which
address the evidence for what I define here as medium-level interpretation of deposition, or
episodes of disposal—do not consider the concrete evidence for the time and work investment
necessary for the formation of such deposits, but rather link the notions of effort and investment
to conceptualizations of the social value and significance informing the act of deposition. This
narrow focus, which often excludes large-scale deposits on the basis of their identification as
insignificant fill, obscures the consideration of the full spectrum of depositional episodes
represented at a site.134 For instance, focusing on deposits with concentrations of metals in
isolation from deposits with a larger array of votives does little to help us understand if the
deposition of these different assemblages can be attributed to differences associated with single
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occurrence or reoccurring disposal; if the disposal of votives was confined to the periphery of
occupied space or contained within the temenos; or if the leveling of votives was prompted by
site renovations or other activities occurring during the life of the sanctuary.
The problems with identifying episodes of deposition are not just on the empirical level, but
rather in implicit preconceptions associated with the classification of actions associated with
deposits and deposition. For instance, fragmentation of objects in closed deposits may be
attributed to ritual, while the same damage in leveling-fills is attributed to the course of leveling,
or is seen as the reason for discard.135 Similarly, a concentration of unbroken or unused
materials is interpreted as an indicator of ritual/structured deposition.136 Although the
comparison of fragmentary materials across deposits and the nature of the breakage is an
informative aspect of deposition at a site, it is rarely discussed extensively. Instead, scholars
often focused on deliberate breakage in deposits as a secondary aspect confirming the
classification of deposits as ritual or mundane deposits.137 I relate fragmentation to deposition in
both the low- and medium-level analysis, but do not focus on establishing the source of the
breakage until the final, high-level analysis.
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Select emphasis on deposits and instances of deposition has resulted in a generally poor
understanding of deposition as a practice. As part of the application of my methodology, I seek
to avoid the immediate association of depositional episodes with high-level connotations.
Attempting to identify ritual deposition is restrictive and does not take into consideration the full
range of cultural phenomena that can produce structuring in votive deposits. Similarly, labeling
deposits as rubbish or leveling-fill has resulted in the conflation of depositional episodes within
these deposits, promoting a general disregard for the range of depositional practices represented.
Instead, it is necessary to examine the indicators for deposition isolatable in the archaeological
record to explore potential explanations for patterning, regularity, and difference in the instances
of disposal.
I use the data set reconstructed from the depositional attributes to emphasize how the
medium-level interpretation of depositional episodes should focus on understanding how the
relation of layers provides insights into not only what is occurring in individual episodes, but
over the duration of the occupation of the site. As a result, depositional episodes are used
flexibly herein to refer to instances of disposal on varying scales. In many cases, particularly
when working with legacy data, it is not possible to establish the stratigraphy clearly. However,
depositional episodes can be defined more broadly, with possible differences in deposition (as
indicated by patterning or other attributes) being highlighted in relation to the recreation of other
episodes. In this respect, the nature of my methodology encourages the use of depositional
episodes as flexible constructs that can be used to discuss deposition at multiple scales; while it
would be ideal to isolate the smallest scale of deposition represented, my approach recognizes
that this is often not possible due to the state of the legacy data.
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To reconstruct the depositional episodes and assemblages, I outline the levels isolated as
representative of disposal horizons, or instances of the incorporation of votives and other
materials into the archaeological record. I establish a data set by first reviewing the evidence
related to materials, including both artifacts and substrates, being deposited. This is done in
order to establish concrete evidence for depositional episodes within individual deposits and, by
extension, to develop an understanding of the depositional history of a site on the basis of this
evidence. However, the ability to identify depositional episodes at various scales is also
governed by the state of the archaeological record and data set available. Reconsiderations of
deposits often do not reexamine the evidence informing the classification of deposition in such
an extensive manner due to the fact that isolating the original data set is time-consuming.138
Inferences are implied as part of past classifications of deposits, but the discussion does not
always establish the evidence used to isolate deposition within the feature.139 Rather, the
available data is assumed to be sufficient to draw conclusions about or refute the classification of
deposits, particularly as part of the reconsideration of deposits in the analysis of broader research
interests. As a result, the methods associated with the reconsideration of the classification of
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instances of deposition remain underdeveloped or unintentionally misleading, particularly in
regard to the analysis of depositional episodes within votive deposits.140 I demonstrate that the
contextualization of votive deposits in relation to the broader stratigraphy for the associated area
allows the depositional episodes to be used to consider the broader depositional history for the
site. I also investigate the circumstances and occasions prompting deposition, bearing in mind
the the logistics and practicalities governing these practices.
My reconstruction of depositional episodes uses the morphological and compositional
components of deposits to isolate elements indicative of differences in depositional processes.
Defining the boundaries of the deposit determines the material assemblage, but changes in the
material assemblage can also define the evidence for differences in deposition. Depositional
episodes may be reflected in the form of a feature, materials contained within a feature, or a
clustering of objects. By untangling the relationships between objects, features, strata, and
building phases, a depositional approach goes beyond a stratigraphic or chronological analysis of
the site. While the classification of deposits serves a similar function for understanding
stratigraphic layers and formation processes, depositional episodes represent activities that would
not be isolated as chronologically or stratigraphically significant. For instance, several deposits
across a terrace may be attributed to a single depositional practice, like leveling, while several
depositional episodes may be represented within a single deposit, like the throwing of some
materials and clustering of others. By documenting as much evidence as possible using
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depositional episodes, my analysis captures a multiscalar picture of the depositional practices
occurring at a site.
Studies have addressed how the use of a unified, methodological classification system for
deposits allows scholars to use stratigraphy to draw conclusions about a range of topics,
including site disturbance, depositional and post-depositional processes, and general aspects of
site formation.141 However, it is difficult to reevaluate classifications of deposition in deposits if
all attributes of the deposit are not systematically isolated, documented, and presented in
conjunction with these classifications. For my approach, I reconsider deposition as the product
of maintenance, developing a high-level interpretive framework focusing on both circumstances
leading to the creation of depositional episodes and decisions guiding the disposal of votives as
part of these episodes. Associating episode with impetus (action/occasion/circumstance) draws
attention to the spectrum of activities that contribute to the state of the archaeological record and
allows for the reconstruction of the depositional history for a site.
As part of the consideration of depositional episodes, I reframe the focus to a more
comprehensive reconstruction of deposition that, when related to the question of maintenance,
can be used to draw conclusions about the activities occurring in various areas of a site and the
spectrum of deposition—e.g., transport, selection, grouping, dumping, leveling, fragmentation,
association—occurring in these areas throughout their use-life.142 In addition, episodes can be
addressed on a macro- and micro-scale to better understand how depositional practices reflect
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different forms of site maintenance. Approaching interpretations of deposition as multifaceted
presents a different perception of votive deposits and their role in sacred spaces. Regardless of
the date, size, nature, or other attributes of the deposit, the comparison of deposition provides a
better understanding of the cumulative actions associated with the formation of such deposits and
ultimately the maintenance practices at a given site.
2.3. Deposition and Maintenance
Using the analysis of deposition in relation to deposits/votive deposits and depositional
episodes, I will now address deposition in respect to maintenance. I define maintenance herein
as on-going processes and practices related to the upkeep of sacred space or the activities and
strategies that serve to regulate and sustain a space’s use.143
By reconceptualizing depositional episodes as results from maintenance practices, I engage
with broader questions about past practices related to the upkeep of sanctuaries, such as how
frequently artifacts that entered the sanctuary as dedications to the gods were removed from
sight, what types of objects and substances were deposited together, and whether materials—like
objects identified as cheap versus rich, or assemblages identified as the product of
sacrifices/dining, including cult paraphernalia, versus cult dedications—are actually treated
differently.144 However, rather than trying to find evidence to answer specific questions, such as
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Chaniotis 2009; Hägg 1994; Hägg et al. 1988; Linders and Alroth 1992; Linders and
Nordquist 1987. The terms ritual practices, regulation, and management are more commonly
employed in the discussion of literary and epigraphic sources rather than archaeological studies.
New approaches to the identification of management practices are starting to emerge. The 2018
conference “The Logistics of Greek Sanctuaries: Exploring the Human Experience of Visiting
the Gods,” focused on establishing parameters defining experiences and activities occurring in
Greek sanctuaries (Ekroth et al. forthcoming). New materialism has stressed the importance of
integrating the study of the literary and epigraphic record with the study of the regulation of
material remains (Mylonopoulos and Roeder 2006; Scheid and de Cazanove 2015).
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Pakkanen 2015, pp. 30–32. Archaeological investigations into maintenance related activities
reflect increasing interest in materiality, object agency, and how the material record shaped past

56

whether the steps taken to free up space were associated with events, such as modification or
clean-out, prompting the deposition of votives, or were prompted by regulations governing
upkeep, such as the restriction of practices to certain areas, I conduct a more comprehensive
evaluation of the instances of deposition represented over the longue durée of occupation that
allows me to contextualize the consideration of these instances of deposition as part of the
depositional history of the site. Doing so is significant as it allows for the consideration of
relationships among depositional practices that have previously been ignored due to a focus on
answering specific questions. It also shows how the reconstructed evidence for deposits and
depositional episodes can be used to draw more definitive, high-level conclusions about past
maintenance practices.
Maintenance remains an under-defined concept in archaeological investigations. Studies
have used textual sources to isolate guidelines for the upkeep and administration of Greek
sanctuaries, such as the measures taken to keep a sacred place clean by dealing with waste or
cleaning cult statues.145 The epigraphic corpus covering the regulation of sacred spaces, referred

practices (Bocher 2015, 2016; Ekroth 2002, 2017; Gimatzidis 2011; Hägg and Alroth 2005;
Lindenlauf 2000; Murgan 2016; Nordquist 2013). Prominent sanctuaries, such as the Panhellenic
sanctuaries of Olympia and Isthmia, have received a great deal of attention in reconsiderations of
the import of stratigraphy and deposition for understanding practices at these sites. For Olympia,
see Barfoed 2015b; Bocher 2008, 2015; Frielinghaus 2006, 2011; Graells i Fabregat 2016;
Kyrieleis 2002, 2006, 2011; Morgan 1990; Scott 2010; Sinn 2000a. For Isthmia, see Broneer
1976; Gebhard 1998; Gebhard and Reece 2005; Hemans 1994; Morgan 1994, 2011.
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Lindenlauf 2000, p. 84, 102, 119, 462; 2004, pp. 96–97. For the regulation of sanctuaries in
respect to the legal management of sacred matters, see Butz 1996; Chaniotis 2009; Harris 2015;
Hölscher 2018, pp. 257–264; Naiden 2008. Analysis relating to the management of cultic matters
has centered on how and why regulations, such as restrictions in access or participation, were
enforced (Butz 1996; Krauter 2004). Architecture has been used to discuss the issue of access
(Corbett 1970; Spawforth 2006; Wescoat and Ousterhout 2012); particularly in respect to the
function of barriers within temples (Mylonopoulos 2011). For instance, the barricade around the
cult statue at Perachora was interpreted as evidence for a need to protect the feature from being
touched during viewing (Menadier 1995, pp. 28–31; Payne 1940, p. 81). Various regulations
address dealing with kopros in sacred spaces, as well as the mandates for dealing with sacrificial
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to as the sacred laws, has been used to investigate how maintenance guidelines were addressed
to worshipers and cult personnel alike.146 By contrast, the reconstruction of maintenance
practices pertaining to offerings, including both dedications and sacrifices, based on the
archaeological record remains underdeveloped.147
In various excavations of sacred spaces, classifications of deposition in votive deposits
highlight the usefulness of these deposits for explaining specific events or major developments in
the life of a sanctuary; for instance, deposits containing large concentrations of votives were

waste, including spodos and ekkatharmata (Ekroth 2017; Lindenlauf 2000, p. 71– 75, 133;
Németh 1994). For a more in-depth discussion of the definition and classification of waste and
its impact on our understanding of disposal in sacred space, see Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 74–75, 107,
119–126. For case and material specific discussions of disposal in sacred space, see Albers 2009;
Barfoed 2009; Tzonou-Herbst 2009; Walker 1995.
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Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge 2012; Chaniotis 2009; Lupu 2009; Naiden 2008; Parker 2004,
2005. Approaches to the classification and interpretation of sacred laws have been questioned;
debates over the core texts that should be included in the corpus and the value of the corpus for
informing our understanding of Greek religion remain prolific (Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge
2012, 2017; Lupu 2009; Parker 2004, 2005). Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge summarize the
history of the scholarship on the identification of Greek inscriptions as sacred laws; their work
proposes an alternative classification of inscriptions as a corpus providing insights into “Greek
ritual norms,” but maintains many of the associations with the regulation of sacred practices
(2012; 2017).
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Dillon 1997; Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 79–81, 101–102, 119-135, App. E; Naiden 2008.
Regulations in the sacred laws often establish specific mandates about behavior within a larger
text, such as the need not to remove objects from the sanctuary (Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge
2012, pp. 175–176), or the need to prevent bird excrement from accumulating (Lindenlauf 2000,
pp. 460–461). Mandates have been interpreted as regulating the nature of occupation in sacred
space; for instance, asylum has been discussed as impacting the management of sanctuaries
including the layout, location, and organization of sacred spaces (Németh 1994, p. 64; Sinn
1990; 2000b). These references are linked to concerns with purification and issues of μίασμα,
which are then discussed as concepts informed by social and cultural developments. For
instance, pollution has been discussed as a factor limiting access to the sacred and necessitating
purification (Parker 1996, pp. 74–75, 104–105). For the associations between physical
cleanliness and social standing in the Greek world, see Lindenlauf 2000; 2004. For an example
of early twentieth-century interpretations of these regulations in respect to the literary and
archaeological record, see Dunbabin’s discussion of regulations in respect to Herodotus v, 88, 22
(1937).
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attributed to a need to clean out, or to make space for more votives.148 As a result, votive
deposits are interpreted as evidence for major events such as destruction phases,
monumentalization, changes in sanctuary/land control, and abandonment.149 For example, the
location of a deposit below a building phase has been used to develop a narrative about the
transference of control over a sanctuary or the monumentalization of a space due to shifts in
economic or political power.150 Interpretations generally refer to the display or storage of objects
as part of their use-life, linking the sanctuary to the deposit by postulating about the location of
the votives prior to the “clean-out” as being within the sanctuary, within storage areas, or both.151
The impetus for disposal itself is often assumed to be a larger event, like destruction or
renovation, causing some deposits of votives in Greek sanctuaries to be interpreted as evidence
for disposal of old or defunct sacred objects in secondary contexts.152 For example, at the
Temple of Asklepios in Corinth, materials, including votives, were identified as having been
haphazardly dumped into cuttings after a period of accumulation and selective reuse.153
Similarly, the deposits at Messene are interpreted as a product of the disposal of unwanted
materials, including votives, architectural debris, and sacrificial debris.154 Deposits of votives,
such as the clustering of Archaic votives at the Argive Heraion, are identified as having been
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Osborne 2004b; Rouse 1902; van Straten 1981, p. 78–80. The idea that sanctuaries were
cluttered has been linked to the ancient sources (van Straten 1981, p. 78).
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Hughes 2014, pp. 26–27. The classification of destruction deposits and foundation deposits
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respectively, to the end of an occupation phase in a space, and to the creation of a new
construction/building phase.
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Snodgrass 1989/90.
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Mylonopoulos 2014; Rouse 1902.
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Hunt 2006, p. 211. Hunt proposes that the disposal of votives in secondary contexts consists
of offerings of lesser value and refers to the materials as “sacred garbage” (2006, pp. 212–217).
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Roebuck 1951, pp. 113–114.
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Themelis 1998, pp. 160–161.
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deliberately selected and buried, perhaps after destruction resulting from a fire.155 Despite our
growing understanding of these deposits through systematic analysis, the relationships between
votive deposits and depositional practices have yet to be comprehensively explored for any site,
which has limited our understanding of the role of deposition as a form of site maintenance.
My analysis of maintenance focuses on the deposition of votives at the site of Perachora.156
Votive deposits remain the focus of this study not because of presupposed ritual significance, but
because these deposits have been the focus of archaeological investigations and, as a result, serve
as one of the most comprehensive bodies of evidence for investigating the logistics of site
maintenance in sacred space. These approaches have implied that deliberately created votive
deposits differ structurally, both in their defining attributes and organization, and conceptually,
in their function and meaning.157 The resulting distinction promotes the perception of select
types of deposition as the product of differing maintenance strategies, which necessitates that I
revisit these underlying assumptions about maintenance as part of my reevaluation. The
distinction is also problematic in that select depositional practices are emphasized as symbolic,
socially driven performances.158 In the sacred context, the perpetuation of preconceptions of the
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Caskey and Amandry 1952, p. 211.
Despite my focus on votives, the regulation of sanctuaries is discussed with respect to a
variety of sacred matters categorized as part of the management of sanctuaries, ranging from
dumping kopros to using wood from sacred groves (Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge 2012; Harris
2015; Hölscher 2018, pp. 257–264). For instance, the Hekatompedon inscriptions have been
examined with respect to the control of sacred spaces and the regulation of the cult personnel (IG
I3 1, 4B) (Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 133, 461–463; 2004, p. 96). Regulations on cleanliness are
linked to social conceptualizations of waste and dirt, but acts like cleaning cult-statues and
sacred spaces have been discussed as tasks indicative of prestige (Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 396–397;
Parker 1996, p. 27). For restrictions on the use of wood from sacred groves, see Dillon 1997, pp.
115–119; Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 176–177.
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Bell 1992, p. 62; Brück 1999; Hill 1995. The emphasis on ritual as a performance, though not
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performed by people. Interpretations of ritual as performance saw these as activities that served
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social function of deposition has caused the identification of votive deposits to serve as a means
to an end.159 Although deposition is identified, it is not approached in such a way as to ask what
the episodes themselves, and their relationships, tell us about maintenance practices occurring at
a site.
The failure to systematically discuss deposits and depositional episodes as evidence for
maintenance can, at least in part, be attributed to the limited high-level consideration of
maintenance as an effective construct for deriving a narrative about past practices. As a result,
the current presentation of deposition in existing data sets is not predisposed for the easy
reconsideration of deposition as maintenance, a drawback that can be overcome by choosing a
well documented sanctuary, such as the Heraion at Perachora, to discuss deposition more
comprehensively. Aspects I emphasize as indicative of maintenance are derived from the
synthesis of evidence for depositional episodes, that is, the practices and processes associated
with the deposition of votives and the associated substrates.
Not only do I assess how reanalyzing past interpretations of votive deposits can contribute to
broader discussions about site maintenance as a religious practice, but I also outline how
maintenance can be used to reframe our understanding of the investment reflected in votive
deposits through deposition. A lack of emphasis on using deposition to isolate changes in the
on-going maintenance of sacred spaces has promoted the mischaracterization of the evidence for
individual votive deposits. I approach deposition from a broader perspective that not only

to bring social concerns into the open and deal with them through prescribed behavior (Bowie
2006, pp. 152–153). A seminal work is that of Victor Turner (Turner 1969).
159
See Section 2.2.1b. for the effect of fixed ideas on the social function of disposal on our
understanding of deposition in votive deposits.
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reconsiders specific instances of disposal, but also how depositional relationships provide a
better understanding of the spectrum of maintenance practices occurring at a site.
2.4. Concluding Remarks
In this chapter, I have established a hierarchy for depositional analysis along three primary
levels of inference: 1) the physical attributes of the deposit (e.g., deposit location and form,
sedimentary composition–color/texture, object type, size, distribution, and state of preservation);
2) the individual and cumulative indicators represented in deposition episodes (e.g., selection,
separation, clustering/grouping association, selection and separation, containment, spreading);
and 3) the relation of depositional activities within the larger system of maintenance (e.g.,
reoccurring, single occurrence, transport, heaping, leveling, infilling).160 My methodology
reflects the conviction that for deposition to be recognized archaeologically, all the evidence
must be identified and analyzed prior to using the data set to draw high-level inferences. Starting
by compiling the concrete archaeological evidence allows for my subsequent analysis to
establish the range of depositional processes represented at a site. By identifying instances of
deposition as discrete episodes related to maintenance, I am able to hypothesize about activities
including reoccurring and single-occurrence deposition, transportation of materials, and staging
and selection for disposal. Once I have established this set of practices, I then discuss how site
maintenance relates to broader concerns, particularly how these actions inform our understanding
of religious practices and sacred spaces. By considering depositional practices more
comprehensively, I show that it is possible to discuss depositional episodes whose manner of
disposal reflects specific maintenance practices such as the transport of votives in baskets or the
reoccurring deposition of different substrates. My reconstruction of the evidence for deposits
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and depositional episodes not only makes my analysis of maintenance possible, but also
encourages the use and critique of the data set for Perachora as part of other investigations.
My critical reconsideration of both archaeological approaches to votive deposits and the
usefulness of a depositional approach in reconstructing maintenance practices in sacred space
raises several key questions: What is a depositional approach? Can depositional analysis provide
new information? How can that information be used to reconstruct past activities and practices
at archaeological sites? As part of my attempt to provide answers to these queries, I emphasize
the benefits of documenting all aspects of deposition for future consideration rather than
isolating easily recognizable or research specific aspects of deposits. I also move away from the
treatment of classifications of deposition as interpretations to be critiqued, but not reevaluated
using concrete evidence. Most reevaluations of legacy data approach the reclassification of
deposits on a case-by-case basis rather than considering our understanding of deposits as part of
a larger archaeological problem. While deposits have been recognized as a unit of study since
the inception of the discipline of archaeology, the features have served various purposes
throughout the development of the field. Depositional analysis, or the study of disposal
processes, is applicable to all aspects of the archaeological record; for many archaeologists, it is
simply part of the process of classifying and interpreting deposits after they have been isolated
and identified through excavation. I propose a systematic approach—moving from specifics
about deposition to generalizations about the function of deposition as maintenance—using
Perachora as a case study in order to show that there is much to be gained from a depositional
approach to legacy data.
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Chapter 3. Perachora: Topography, History, and Named Votive Deposits
3.1. Introduction
My objective in this study is not only to outline a methodology for a depositional approach,
but to propose how to incorporate depositional analysis into our present understanding of the
archaeological record and explain why doing so is beneficial. Doing so requires moving from
the proposal of a methodology to the application of the proposed approach to a data set. I aim
not to provide a comprehensive overview of the various functions of votive deposits within the
Greek world, but rather to present a case study that demonstrates how the disparate treatment of
deposition in archaeological approaches to votive deposits remains one of the major factors
limiting our understanding of deposition in sacred spaces.
Reviewing the history of the evidence for Perachora, as well as individual named deposits
ranging in date from the Geometric to Hellenistic period is necessary in order to establish how
the state of the evidence informs the application of my methodology. While the low-, medium-,
and high-level approaches to deposition in my methodology are applicable for the analysis of
data sets from a variety of past, present, and future excavations, the nature of the evidence for
Perachora inevitably informs my approach. In order to use the Heraion of Perachora as my case
study, I first review past approaches to the named votive deposits from the site, showing that the
current state of the evidence for deposition falsely divorces the analysis of individual deposits
from the consideration of the depositional practices producing the archaeological record. I focus
on determining the conventions by which these deposits were documented, classified, and
published—i.e., how deposits were defined, why some deposits were singled out, the size and
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location of the deposit, artifacts associated with the deposit, and the overall state of the record for
this evidence. Starting by outlining the history of excavations for the site, with a focus on the
deposits identified as votive in nature and interpretations of deposition, provides the background
knowledge needed to reconsider the stratigraphy and deposition at Perachora.
The extensive occupation of the site and the associated assemblages have made Perachora a
location of interest for a variety of scholars discussing a range of topics. Continued interest in
the site and the remains has cemented its place in the study of Greek sanctuaries and ritual
practices. My choice to focus on Perachora was driven by the well-known nature of the site, the
classification and treatment of votive deposits, and the state of the archival record. The
documentation from the excavations is accessible in the archives of the British School at Athens
and the Beazley Archive in Oxford; the preservation and state of the archival materials make it
possible to reexamine the evidence for the site. Direct examination of general assemblages was
also possible, as the majority of the archaeological materials are housed in the National
Archaeological Museum of Athens.
The Hera sanctuary at Perachora, which was excavated under the direction of Payne in the
1930s, is also an ideal case study for my approach because select named votive deposits isolated
on the upper and lower terrace— the Geometric, Akraia, Southeast, and Limenia Deposits, as
well as the Egyptian Pit and Sacred Pool—received extensive attention during the excavations
and in the subsequent scholarship.161 Interest in isolating votive deposits in this Greek sacred
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Coulton 1964, 1967b; Dunbabin 1962; Hammond 1954; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1986; Menadier
1995; Morgan 1994; Patrick 2008b; Payne 1940; Plommer and Salviat 1966; Salmon 1972; Sinn
1990; Tomlinson 1969, 1977, 1990, 1992; Ziskowski and Lamp 2015. Votive deposits were a
major focus during excavations, as is evidenced by the association of named votive deposits with
the major occupation phases isolated at the site. The date of deposit construction and the deposit
contents were both elements that dictated the nomenclature applied to individual features.
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center was associated with an interest in the sanctuary as a cultural marker and attempts to
identify the duration of occupation at the site, as well as religious developments. Payne not only
documented the artifacts and extent of deposits but also sought to explain the spatial distribution
of deposits in relation to activity areas and cult practices. For instance, while classified on the
basis of chronological significance, the Geometric Deposit was analyzed in conjunction with an
apsidal building identified as the earliest temple architecture.162 Other deposits were classified
on the basis of the associated materials or location, such as “The Egyptian Deposit” (containing
materials thought to be imports from Egypt), or “The Sacred Pool” (located in a depression once
containing water), and were emphasized in broader reconstructions of the dedicatory practices
and exchange networks at the site.163
The level of documentation for Perachora, including the publications and archival materials,
allows me to reconstruct the stratigraphy and deposition for the site. The primary publications
offered preliminary observations that were reconsidered in the light of later excavations, but the
evidence for deposition, ranging from the isolation of dumping areas for sacred rubbish heaps to
the identification of temporary storage and selective deposition, needs to be reconsidered using a
more nuanced methodology.164 My methodology stresses the benefits of returning to the original
data set to reconstruct the evidence for deposits.
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Understanding the state of the scholarship is necessary in order to establish the evidence
available for reevaluation; my review focuses in particular on the methodologies employed by
the excavators and the developments informing the publication of the excavation volumes, as
these influences have affected our interpretation of votive deposits from the site. My analysis
starts with the primary excavation reports and then incorporates the reevaluations of the evidence
from the subsequent scholarship. The effort to prioritize the primary reports is linked to the main
objective of my approach: to reconstruct named votive deposits identified by the excavators.
Reconstructing the initial classifications and full documentation of the named deposits
necessitated extensive review of the archival materials. My analysis focuses on not only
elucidating the documentation, but also understanding the factors contributing to the state of the
record. This element is particularly pertinent for my analysis, as the history of excavations and
publications for Perachora are convoluted. The lapses in knowledge resulting from interruptions
of the publication of the site have produced a need to reevaluate our understanding of the site
using the full range of legacy data, including archival materials relating to the excavators rather
than just the site itself.
My review of the scholarship for Perachora also addresses how the titles and classifications
of the named deposits in the archival materials and publications reflect broader interpretive
interests that skew our understanding of these deposits and deposition. Considering not only the
archival materials themselves, but the production of the documentation as well is critical to the
application of my approach in the analysis of Perachora. The reconstruction of methods of
documentation requires me to establish not only the evidence, but also how and why select
named deposits at Perachora were isolated as being of note during the excavations and in the
publications. Despite the narrow presentation of the evidence for stratigraphy and deposition in
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the publications, the intense focus on defining votive deposits as features captures Payne’s
interest in deposition and maintenance as a way of mapping the development of Perachora as a
sacred center. This attention to context resulted in the documentation of various elements of
deposition during the excavations that were only included in a very reduced manner in the
excavation volumes. A re-assessment of anything Payne declared a named and votive deposit
provides an avenue for reconsidering the attributes documented for these deposits in the field
notebooks, which informs our understanding of the use and maintenance of the site.
Working with Perachora as a case study necessitates analyzing legacy data to ask new
questions about the archaeological record. My goal here is not to critique the methodologies
employed in the excavation and analysis of the site, but to provide a framework for
understanding the record within the context of the period and circumstances in which the
materials were excavated. The review is not strictly linear in treatment of the evidence, as
various concepts are too interwoven and interdependent to approach using a definitive model.
Instead, the overview highlights how focusing solely on the archaeological evidence as the
source of primary insight into deposition at the site is problematic and leaves gaps in our
understanding how Perachora has been addressed in the scholarship.
Rather than using a laundry list of criteria to select a site on the basis of suitability for
depositional analysis, an attempt was made to select an example which, while known for its rich
deposits, is also known for convoluted stratigraphy and problematic, albeit extensive,
documentation. Choosing a case study with such a complex history highlights the potential of
my approach for changing our understanding of a well-known site. In this respect, Perachora
was of interest, as the site assemblage had been compared to Panhellenic centers, the stratigraphy
was largely dismissed as both poor and poorly documented, materials were no longer undergoing
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intensive study, the finds were both accessible and extensively published, and the votive deposits
at the site, while peripherally reconsidered, had not been the subject of targeted investigation
with a focus on deposition.
3.2. Perachora as a Cult Center: The Archaeological Evidence
The archaeological site of Perachora has been identified as a cult center associated with Hera;
scholars identify the sacred space as the location of the sanctuary of Hera Akraia and also refer
to the site as the Heraeum at Perachora, Heraion of Perachora, or the Perachoran Heraion. 165 The
location of the site and the long history of the cult center have given Perachora a prominent place
in discussions of the development of settlements, sacred spaces, and religious practices in the
Greek world (Figs. 1–3).166 Studies have focused on accessibility of the sacred center and its
relationship to other sites on the peninsula—the analysis of access is used to emphasize
Perachora’s rural nature (Figs. 4–5) and has contributed to debates about who had control of the
valley or the affiliation of the sacred center with specific groups (Figs. 6–7).167 I address these
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Dunbabin 1962; Menadier 1995, 2002; Morgan 1994; Payne 1940; Salmon 1972; Sinn 1990;
Tomlinson 1992. The archaeological site and surrounding area have been referred to in various
ways; for the sake of clarity, the following references are used herein: Perachora refers to the
whole archaeological site, Heraeum/Heraion refers to the sacred center, Heraeum valley refers to
the immediate valley surrounding the site, and Perachora peninsula refers to the broader
catchment area.
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Burkert 1985; Hägg et al. 1988; Menadier 1995, 2002; Novaro Lefèvre 2000, p. 44; de
Polignac 1994, 1995, pp. 41–92; Scully 1979, p. 47. Perachora has been used to discuss Greek
religious practices at various scales, such as Gimatzidis’ study of pottery from a range of Greek
sanctuaries in relation to feasting and dedications, Toley’s analysis the place of Perachora in the
regional relationship between Isthmia and the development of the Corinthian polis, and Zikowski
and Lamps reconstruction of the relationship between Corinth and Perachora. As Figs. 1–3 show,
these disparate focuses effect the presentation and perception of the site; my focus on creating a
more comprehensive understanding of deposition necessitating considering the effect of these
approaches on our understanding of the deposits and assemblages from the site.
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Dunbabin 1948; Hammond 1954; Menadier 1995; Morgan 1994; Novaro Lefèvre 2000;
Ziskowski and Lamp 2015. The differences in the reconstruction of the ancient paths reflect
differing perceptions of the import of the sanctuaries location for establishing its function; for
instance, . In respect to regional influence, Perachora’s relationship with Corinth and Megara has
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arguments here in relation to their effect on our understanding of the named deposits isolated at
Perachora.
Interpretations of religious practices have focused on evidence from two distinct areas of the
valley, classified herein as the upper and lower terraces; this is due to the initial identification of
sanctuaries in each area: the Temple of Hera Akraia on the lower terrace, and the Temple of Hera
Limenia on the upper terrace (Figs. 8–13).168 As a result of the structuring of the evidence in the
primary publications, the evidence from the site is typically discussed with respect to these two
areas.169 This subdivision and the resulting separation of the finds into two assemblages have
been criticized as prohibiting a clear understanding of the stratigraphy, material record, and
practices occurring at the cult center.170 While I show that our understanding of the depositional
practices on the two terraces, particularly the reoccurring treatment of burnt and votive remains,
has been skewed by the analysis of the remains as two distinct assemblages, the topographic
distinction is maintained herein as it provides the most effective framework for reviewing the
archaeological evidence from the deposits.
Interest in Perachora in archaeological investigations is varied, ranging from analysis of the
place of the sanctuary in the spread of religious and dedicatory practices associated with Hera
cults, to the role of the sanctuary in trade networks.171 In this chapter, I provide an overview for

been a point of debate; Salmon emphasizes how the Megarian groups outlined by Plutarch
cannot be definatively attributed to specific locals (1972, pp. 178–204, while Hammond had
previously emphasized the association of the peninsula and Perachora with Megara (1954).
These arguments and plans show the affect of identificaitons of control on the analysis of the
site.
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Ziskowski and Lamp 2015. The discussion of sanctuaries along the coast has placed emphasis on
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the site, including the topography and archaeological evidence, as reconstructions of the cult
practices use this evidence differently. The location of the site in the broader landscape of the
Peloponnese is outlined first, and the role of location in interpretations of the site is revisited
throughout. In conjunction with the discussion of the archaeological evidence in its physical and
historical context, I provide a brief survey of the deposits addressed as part of the application of
the methodology in Part II. The aim of my analysis is to address how debates centered on the
physical and historical context of the site have influenced discussions of votive deposits and the
associated assemblages.
Situating Perachora in a broader social and cultural context requires considering the physical
evidence from the site as part of a complex system of interaction that is central to investigations
into the emergence, development, and function of the sanctuary.172 I focus my analysis of the
cult at Perachora on the period associated with the occupation of the sacred center: the 8th
century B.C. through the Hellenistic period.173 This review of the archaeological evidence,
which is organized chronologically, is restricted to the architecture and select deposits.
Establishing the history of the site necessitates outlining the architecture and its place in the
immediate landscape, as well as the relationships between the architecture and deposits. Doing
so allows for my overview of the scholarship to highlight the impact of different approaches and
research interests on our understanding of the stratigraphy and deposition at Perachora.

the links between these structures and exchange routes (de Polignac 1994, pp. 5–6). In particular,
the expansion of Corinth’s growing exchange network has been discussed with respect to the
region’s control over Perachora (Bonnier 2010; Salmon 1972, p. 201).
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In the case of Perachora, analysis of the votive assemblages and the associated religious
practices has focused on explaining the presence of a wealthy range of dedications at such an
isolated location; several scholars have argued that the rural sacred center must have served an
important role in social systems, like marriage and the household, seafaring and navigation, or
initiation.174 Such avenues of analysis support the premise that the evidence from the sanctuary
reflects the growing significance of the cult center in antiquity, possibly as a repository for
wealth and marker of regional control for Corinth.175 These interpretations have resulted in
interwoven discussions of physical and historical context that can be difficult to divorce from the
discussion of the archaeological evidence for the site.
Different categorizations of the evidence reflect specific concerns and research interests. My
overview of categorizations of the evidence below emphasizes how these interpretations inform
our understanding of depositional practices. As my approach considers deposition outside of the
context of a chronological and historical framework, I outline the impact of these approaches on
our understanding of the deposits at the site prior to isolating the information that I consider as
part of the application of my methodology.
3.3. Situating the Cult Center: Physical and Historical Context
The ancient site of Perachora, located in the Peloponnese in Greece, is situated in a valley
along a natural harbor at the tip of a promontory (Figs. 4–5, 12–14).176 The ancient site is not to
be confused with the modern municipality of Perachora, an inland settlement at the foothills of
the Geraneia mountains that is near the town of Loutraki.177 The catchment area around
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Perachora contains a number of ancient remains other than the Heraion, including evidence for
prehistoric occupation of the peninsula (Figs. 14–16).178 Despite limited proximity to the
modern settlement, the ancient site is associated with several modern structures; the valley is
overlooked by a lighthouse on the headland (Fig. 17a), a modern chapel of Agios Nikolaos was
built on a small, fortified acropolis to the east (Figs. 14, 18), and a modern chapel to St. John was
constructed within the valley (Fig. 19a–b).179 However, the focus of this study is on the cult
center, which comprises of a complex spanning two main terraces: 1) the lower terrace is near
the harbor and was associated with the Temple of Hera Akraia,180 and 2) the upper terrace is
approximately 200 m from the harbor and was associated with the Temple of Hera Limenia
(Figs. 11, 12).181 The site was classified by Humfry Payne as desirable for investigation due to
its relatively compact nature, as the sanctuary and public works on the Perachora peninsula were
all contained within the Heraeum valley.182 The Heraion has also been referred to as a remote
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and isolated sanctuary, making the geographic location vital to understanding interpretations of
the site as a sacred center (Fig. 20).183
The promontory of the Perachora peninsula is northwest of the Isthmus of Corinth, projecting
out into the eastern end of the Gulf of Corinth (Fig. 3).184 This places Perachora directly
opposite ancient Corinth; the catchment area of the site would have been within the viewshed of
Corinth, particularly from Acrocorinth (Fig. 21a–b).185 Settlement on the peninsula has been
investigated but has been interpreted as having limited connection to the occupation and
development of the cult center.186 The Heraeum valley, the area typically referred to as the
archaeological site of Perachora, includes the sacred center, as well as several public buildings
(Fig. 12).187 The terrain of the valley slopes upward from the harbor to the east, with the ground
leveling out slightly in the upper portion of the valley; the northern side of the valley is bounded
by a rocky cliff and ridge that continues eastward toward Lake Vouliagmeni (Figs. 13, 15).188
The location has been interpreted as offering strategic views of the Gulf of Corinth and
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neighboring areas.189 The visual proximity, as well as the concentration of Corinthian materials,
have been used to identify the sanctuary as a strategically important part of the northernmost
territory of Corinth (Figs. 1, 20).190
Perachora has also been characterized as difficult to access via both land and sea.191 Access
to the valley by land is limited by the surrounding terrain, which is relatively rugged; entrance by
land was facilitated by the development of roads leading from Lake Vouliagmeni (Figs. 4, 5,
21).192 The approach to Perachora remained difficult despite terracing and modification of the
landscape in antiquity, which has prompted debate over the accessibility of the cult center via the
harbor (Figs. 12–13).193 While some scholars propose that the small harbor was useful for
navigation from Corinth to the west, others have argued that the harbor was relatively shallow,
small, and had almost no functional use in antiquity.194 There is a consensus that, despite the
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modification undertaken in the Archaic period, the harbor did not provide a desirable enough
access point to warrant its extensive use for larger ships, or as a fully functioning port.195
However, in investigations of the association of the harbor and sanctuary with Corinth,
Perachora has been reconsidered as a recognizable stopover point along a larger trade route.196
The promontory is a readily recognizable landmark from sea and may have served to block the
winds and currents for boats leaving from the northern Gulf of Corinth.197 These attributes have
contributed to the dialogue about the rural nature of the site, which, in turn, informs perceptions
of the site assemblage and dedicatory practices and, thus, the nature of the deposits.198
Whether or not the site was readily accessible by the sea, the Heraion and associated cult
buildings are situated along the coast at the southwestern end of the mountainous terrain
covering the Perachora peninsula (Figs. 4, 21–22a–b). The placement of the site at this location
has been granted significance for understanding the relationship between the land and sea, the
affiliation of the sanctuary with Corinth, and cult practices associated with initiation and
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travel.199 The discussion of the location and function of the site is often interwoven with
interpretations of the historical context ascribed to the foundation and development of the cult.
Reviewing interpretations of the influence of neighboring settlements and cultural groups during
specific periods, including the foundation and occupation of the site, places Perachora within a
broader historical and cultural context. Although not addressed directly in this study, the
question of cultural influence has been used along with the analysis of deposits to pinpoint
transitional phases in the life of the sanctuary. In this respect, the foundation and development of
the sanctuary have been the focus of analysis owing to interest in using the evidence to
understand local, regional, national, and international developments. In this chapter, I focus on
the role of these affiliations in interpretations of the archaeological site; I address the use of the
material record in these arguments in the following chapter (Chapter 4).
Mention of the early development and founding of Perachora is virtually absent from the
literary sources.200 The lack of literary evidence for the site has produced debate over the
foundation and association of the sacred center with surrounding settlements; interest in the
affiliation of the sanctuary with neighboring centers has informed the use of the evidence to
discuss the early phases of cult development in conjunction with broader concerns about the
development of early Greek religious institutions.201 For instance, the Geometric evidence from
the Heraion has been used in both the reconstruction of early phases of development in Greek
religious centers and in discussions of the extent of Corinthian, Megarian, and Argive control
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over the sanctuary and the surrounding catchment area.202 The peninsula has been understood as
originally belonging to Megara, with Corinth gaining control in mid-8th century B.C., which is
the date accepted as contemporary with the start of the cult.203 Hammond argued for Megarian
control of the area up until ca. 725 B.C. on the basis of changes in cult practices during this
period.204 The majority of scholars concurs with Payne’s initial assessment that while the region
was previously associated with Megara, by the time of the emergence of the sanctuary, the site
was within a Corinthian sphere of control with influence stemming from Argos.205 The
consensus remains that the sanctuary was primarily under the influence of Corinth, with the
earliest phases of the sanctuary being founded by Corinth.206
The reconstruction of the relationship between the foundation of Perachora as a sacred center
and the expansion of the city of Corinth has been central to interpretations of the Geometric
phase and materials at the site.207 Approaches investigating the affiliation of the cult with
Corinth focus on how the site informs our understanding of the early history of Corinth, and the
development of Corinthian material culture.208 The Geometric date of the apsidal structure on
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the lower terrace and large quantities of votive materials from the period prompted Payne’s focus
on the Geometric phase at the site.209 One of Payne’s primary objectives in undertaking the
excavation was to establish a clearer understanding of early developments in the art and culture
of the Corinthia.210 However, scholars addressing the early stages of development acknowledge
that the presence of votive types common to both the Argolid and Corinth make it difficult to
distinguish influence versus affiliation at Perachora in this period.211 Renewed interest in who
was worshiping at the site has taken a more nuanced stance, arguing that while the site was
predominantly in the sphere of Corinthian control, it was open to the influence of other
locales.212
Perachora has remained of interest as a rural sanctuary that was flourishing from the
Geometric through the Archaic period and stayed in use through the Hellenistic period.213 The
site was interpreted as facilitating our understanding of religious development owing not just to
the duration of occupation, but also as a result of the fact that in the second half of the 8th century
B.C., a new shrine to Hera was established at Perachora, that of Hera Limenia; this development
was initially discussed as being associated with a change in dedicatory practices.214 The
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increasing wealth and expansion at Perachora in the 7th and 6th centuries parallels social and
cultural developments in Greece at the local and regional levels.215 As a result, the increase in
the quantity and quality of dedications has been addressed in the broader discussion of the
changing societal and cultural role attributed to Greek sanctuaries.216 With this general
overview in mind, it is helpful to review interpretations of the archaeological evidence for
architecture and deposits from the two terraces at Perachora.
3.4. The Archaeological Evidence: An Overview
The relationships among structures, deposits, and building phases at Perachora remain
contested.217 It is generally accepted that by the 8th century B.C. Perachora had become
established as a cult center dedicated to Hera, and that the sanctuary remained occupied down
into the Hellenistic period.218 Using this chronological range as a framework for synthesizing
the scholarship on various aspects of the archaeological record at Perachora facilitates the
discussion of the evidence associated with the occupation of the site as a cult center. My
overview focuses on the terraces and their relationship.
The primary evidence for occupation comes from all the remains within the valley, but
particular interest was paid to the temenos and Temple of Hera Limenia on the upper terrace, and
the Geometric and Archaic remains of the Temple of Hera Akraia on the lower terrace (Fig. 10a–
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b).219 Although dedicatory practices declined in the 5th century B.C., the cult remained active in
the early Hellenistic period, providing evidence for changes in dedicatory and depositional
practices towards the end of the life of the sanctuary.220 By the Roman period, the site was
completely abandoned and houses were built on top of the area once occupied by the sacred
center.221
In this survey, the remains are discussed in relation to their location on the lower and upper
terraces; the area designated as the middle terrace by some scholars is analyzed in conjunction
with the upper terrace (Figs. 12, 23).222 My analysis of the evidence for each terrace starts with
the architecture, before moving to associated features and deposits. Whenever possible, I discuss
distinct occupation phases separately. However, in the case of evidence with contested dating,
even those examples for which the newly proposed dates are generally accepted, my discussion
starts with the earliest phase attributed. For the sake of clarity, select phases are discussed in
conjunction with one another, as the interpretations necessitate close cross comparison, or the
same material is attributed to different phases. Rather than duplicating the overview of the
evidence and arguments in multiple places, my later analysis refers back to the more extensive
outline of the evidence provided in the earlier discussion, particularly for deposits attributed to
multiple structures or phases of sanctuary development.
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3.4.1. The Lower Terrace and the Sanctuary of Hera Akraia
The area of the lower terrace was classified by Payne as associated with Hera Akraia (Figs. 8,
10); the area has been referred to more neutrally as the cult center–the epicenter of the sanctuary
and cult practices.223 The architectural remains include the Geometric temple, Temple of Hera
Akraia (hereafter 6th century temple), Triglyph Altar, Theatral Staircase, Agora/West Court
(hereafter West Court),224 and L-shaped stoa (Fig. 11).225 Isolated votive deposits include the
Geometric Deposit,226 the Fibula Deposit,227 the Foundation Deposit,228 the Southeast Deposit,229
and the Akraia Deposit.230 Although all phases on the lower terrace have received attention, the
scholarship has focused predominantly on the Geometric and 6th century B.C. phases, as there is
evidence for a sanctuary structure during each of these periods.231 As a result, the temple
structures and the associated features and deposits serve as the focal points of my survey.
3.4.1a. The Geometric Phase
The foundations of an apsidal structure, dated to the first half of the 8th century B.C., were
excavated by Payne on the lower terrace.232 The building is located on the eastern edge of a
ravine, near the base of the cliff on the northern side of the lower terrace along the shoreline
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(Fig. 12).233 The location was not ideal for construction and the lack of buildings in the valley
from this period has been used to suggest that alternative construction locations were available to
the builders.234 The remains, which were preserved up to one course of rubble foundations,
comprised a portion of the north wall and apse, as well as an eastern cross wall (Fig. 24).235 The
form and date of the structure remain controversial, but the east-west alignment of the northern
wall and the slight curvature of the westernmost blocks toward the south led Payne to reconstruct
an apsidal temple.236 The reconstruction of the structure is also linked to the terracotta building
models found on the lower terrace, which have been considered to be evidence for early
architectural house-temple types (Fig. 25a–b).237 The type has been interpreted as a possible
model of the Geometric temple; it is interpreted as a dedication emphasizing the significance of
the structure not only for the cult at Perachora, but for the overall development of early Greek
temples.238
A concentration of materials on the lower terrace was identified as a deposit dating to the
Geometric period, or the first phases of the temple and the conversion of the site into a cult
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center.239 This named deposit was classified as the “Geometric Deposit,” and was isolated from
later, unnamed layers, which were discussed as covering almost the entirety of the lower
terrace.240 The extent of the Geometric Deposit is roughly defined as reaching the limit of the
valley along the ridge to the north, beyond the 4th century B.C. pavement to the south, to the
foundations of the stoa to the east, and to the foundations of the 6th century temple to the west
(Fig. 10).241 The fact that the deposit abutted the outer walls of the apsidal building but did not
extend into its interior was interpreted as evidence that the deposit was created after the
construction of the sanctuary.242 Accordingly, the deposit was interpreted as containing the
votives and materials from the use-life of the apsidal building.243 The Geometric Deposit and its
association with the sanctuary have made it a focal point in the reconstruction not only of the
early phases of the cult, but also in the study of the history of occupation and practices on the
lower terrace.
Payne’s naming of the deposit suggests the contents were attributed predominantly to the
Geometric period.244 Thus, Payne associated the formation of the deposit and the deposition of
the votives with changes in the operation of the cult center.245 His argument is largely based on
the idea that the deposit is the product of a cleaning-out of the votives when the structure went
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out of use, and was also used to suggest that the votives in the deposit represent the span of
occupation of the Geometric temple.246 If these arguments are accepted, the evidence would
place the use of the structure purely in the Geometric period and suggest that the deposition of
the votives in a deposit in proximity to the structure was part of either the on-going disposal over
the life of the sanctuary or a Late Geometric, single-occurrence disposal of the materials
associated with the sacred center. A number of scholars have argued that interpreting the deposit
as the product of a single-occurrence episode linked to large-scale cleaning out of the temple
cannot be used to explain the lack of stratigraphy in the deposit and the later date of some of the
materials.247 However, Payne argued that the mixing of materials was potentially a product of
the nature of the terrain and later disturbances, which resulted in the introduction of intrusive
materials in some parts of the deposit.248 The ceramic assemblage from this deposit was used to
date the construction of the building to the Geometric period.249 Thus, he saw the deposit as
predominately Geometric in both contents and construction, with disturbances and intrusions
developing over time. There is no other concrete evidence for the cleaning-out, abandonment, or
collapse of the temple, but perceptions of the deposit continue to inform interpretations of
practices and developments on the lower terrace.250 As a result, the main deposit discussed in
association with the structure remains the Geometric Deposit.
A range of finds is represented in the Geometric Deposit, including koulouria, bronzes,
fibulae, fragments of terracotta building models, and small concentrations of gold jewelry, stones
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seals, and scarabs.251 The presence of the architectural building models along with other objects
classified as votives, means the classification of the structure as a temple is typically associated
with the nature of the finds from the deposit.252 The majority of the assemblage from the deposit
was pottery; the dating of the construction of the structure between the early Middle Geometric
II and the Middle to Late Geometric was derived from the classification of ceramics ranging
from the first and second quarter through the late 8th century B.C.253 While the ceramics were
dated by Payne to c. 900–750 B.C., this early date has been revised; the dates for not just
ceramics, but also scarabs and fibula found within the deposit have been lowered.254 For
instance, Coldstream downdated the range represented by the ceramics to c. 800–720 B.C.255
Another deposit associated with the floor of the temple, the Fibula Deposit, had contents
interpreted by Payne as being purely Geometric, which have since been downdated.256
As the review suggests, several remains from the deposit indicate that it contains materials
later in date than the end of the 8th century B.C., and the presence of extensive disturbance and
mixing of earlier materials prevent scholars from drawing correlations between the earliest
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votives and the establishment of the architecture.257 Owing to the absence of stratigraphic
evidence linking the associated materials and building phases, scholars have argued that a
closing date in the Geometric period cannot be concretely established and that the deposit
contains both earlier and later materials.258 Payne also identified an earlier deposit containing
Early Helladic pottery that was cut through by the foundations of the apsidal building, but he
argued that the associated occupation was not linked to the development of the cult.259 Scholars,
such as Blanche Menadier, have argued against Payne’s dismissal of the possible association of
the structure with an earlier or later period.260 The relationship between the apsidal building and
the Geometric Deposit has also been criticized as unclear.261 Thus, the association of the temple
construction with the onset of the first dedications and the deposition of the assemblage in the
feature referred to as the Geometric Deposit, remains poorly understood.262 These problems with
association and dating have affected the consideration of the Geometric Deposit and associated
assemblage, which I address depositionally in Chapter 6 as a means of analyzing the evidence
independent from these constructs.
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3.4.1b. The Archaic Phase
At the end of the 6th century B.C., a Doric temple, a Doric altar with a triglyph and metope
frieze, and staircase were constructed on the lower terrace (Figs. 11–12, 24).263 The construction
included the expansion of the site through terracing as part of a coherent building plan allowing
for more extensive occupation of the valley.264 The late 6th century B.C. temple was constructed
7 m west of the remains of the Geometric temple, and was identified by Payne as the Temple of
Hera Akraia.265 The building, a Doric temple of ashlar blocks, with a cella, porch, and double
colonnade, is situated between the harbor to the south and the rock ridge to the north.266 Limited
evidence survives for the superstructure, but the existing materials indicate the presence of a
marble roof, as well as other marble architectural elements.267 The dating of the structure and the
reconstruction of the architectural elements has been the focus of the study by Menadier, who
supports the late 6th century B.C. date.268
The building was associated with a large triglyph altar, directly to the east of the temple.269
Although Payne originally attributed the feature to the Classical period, Plommer and Salviat
have established two distinct phases of the altar, a late 6th century B.C. construction, and a 4th
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century B.C. refurbishing.270 They classify the Doric-style altar as a typical temple-altar
contemporary with the 6th century B.C. construction phase.271 The altar also contained a central
cutting, providing evidence for possible sacrificial practices associated with the 6th century
temple.272 The association of sacrificial practices with the temple and altar has also informed
interpretations of the staircase to the north of the altar; for instance, the orientation of the steps
and their broad nature have been used by Menadier to suggest that the feature was used for
viewing of ritual practices, rather than just as a passage between terraces.273 Plommer and
Salviat noted that the lowest step and plinth of the altar abut one another, indicating the unified
construction of the two features.274 Although the temple, altar, and stairway are emphasized as
the main elements constructed during this period, it has also been noted that the West Court may
have had an early phase contemporary with this late 6th century B.C. building project.275 The
construction necessitated extensive quarrying and leveling along the western side of the valley;
in particular, the leveling of the West Court would have created an open space associated with
the cult center.276 The date of the construction of the 6th century temple also potentially
coincides with the closing of a deposit on the upper terrace.277 The Sacred Pool, outlined below
in the overview of the upper terrace, is a deposit containing a large concentration of 7th and 6th
century B.C. bronze phialai; the formation of the deposit marked the end of the use of the pool as
a water feature, and although the original date of the use of the pool remains contested, Payne
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suggested that the deposit within the Sacred Pool on the upper terrace and 6th century B.C.
building phase on the lower terrace were contemporary.278
The evidence for the Geometric temple and 6th century temple highlights the gap between the
two phases on the lower terrace. The potential closing of the Geometric Deposit and the
abandonment of the apsidal temple in the Late Geometric coincides with the inception of the
possible dedication of votives on the upper terrace at the so-called Temple of Hera Limenia.279
While several scholars have noted that some form of dedication may have continued on the
lower terrace down through the Early Archaic period, the majority of votive offerings from the
last third of the 8th century B.C. through the 6th century B.C. are concentrated in deposits on the
upper terrace.280 On the basis of this evidence, Thomas Dunbabin and other scholars have
argued that after the Geometric temple was abandoned, the Temple of Hera Limenia on the upper
terrace served as the cult focus until the construction of another temple on the lower terrace in
the 6th century B.C.281 Dunbabin proposes that the limited space on the terrace prompted the
move to the upper terrace.282 In this scenario, scholars interpret the lack of large-scale deposits
and the small concentration of votives from the 7th century B.C. as evidence for minor
dedications continuing on the lower terrace without the presence of a sacred center, and even
suggest that the votives from this interim period are artifacts that were intrusive, or accidently
incorporated into the material record on the lower terrace.283
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Although others have addressed the Early Archaic cult practices more extensively in relation
to evidence from on the upper terrace, there is also a strong consensus for the presence of a phase
of the Temple of Akraia on the lower terrace during the 7th century B.C.284 Scholars have argued
that some form of sacred structure existed between the closing of the Geometric temple and the
erection of the 6th century temple, but that the architectural evidence in situ is scant; the largescale reorganization of the terrace at the end of the 6th century B.C. has been recognized as
possibly obscuring these earlier activities on the terrace.285 Payne identified two blocks to the
west of the Geometric temple as evidence for the foundations of an earlier temple and interpreted
reused blocks incorporated into the 6th century B.C. temple as evidence for a predecessor of the
building.286 In addition, a number of roof tiles are Protocorinthian in date, and were attributed to
an earlier temple.287
Further evidence for this phase comes from the Southeast Deposit, which dates to the second
half of the 7th century B.C.288 The deposit, located to the southeast of the West Court, along the
westernmost point of the harbor, has been associated with a 7th century B.C. occupation phase.289
Scholars who argue for the presence of an early Archaic temple, like John Salmon, reason that
both the state of preservation and concentration of votives in the deposit suggest that the objects
were whole prior to deposition and thus were dedicated in the vicinity rather than introduced or
moved to the area accidentally.290 A portion of the deposit was reinvestigated by John Coulton,
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who confirmed the presence of a concentration of unbroken kalathoi and kalathoi fragments.291
In this respect, the contents, dating from the Late Protocorinthian to Early Corinthian period,
have been used to refute the argument for the abandonment of dedicatory practices on the lower
terrace.292 The concentration of materials was used to conclude that the deposition of the votives
in a concentrated manner was evidence of dedication and cult practices associated with a
structure, now absent, on the terrace.293 However, the relationship of the deposit to the
surrounding deposits and building phases, and nature of the deposit, classified as a closed votive
deposit by Payne, remains contested. For instance, Coulton interprets the deposit–despite being
disturbed–as providing a terminus post quem for the polygonal wall constructed in the West
Court, which he argues is roughly contemporary with the 6th century B.C. construction of the
temple;294 while Menadier concurs with his assessment of the relationship, she argues the wall
and deposit could pre-date the construction of the temple.295
As the survey above indicates, there are limited stratigraphic contexts providing
comprehensive evidence for continuity or changes in practices occurring on the lower terrace in
the Archaic period.296 However, the lack of earlier materials in the fill and the Southeast Deposit
have been used to support the interpretation of the continuity in the deposition of votives
associated with sanctuaries on the terrace throughout the Archaic period.297 While I address the
deposits on the terrace as critical for understanding the distinctions in depositional practices
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occurring at Perachora, I dismiss the question of chronological continuity as pivotal to
understanding the continuity in practices on the lower terrace.
3.4.1c. The Late Classical and Early Hellenistic Phases
The addition of new structures and the modification of existing architecture during the late
4th century B.C. have been discussed in the context of a large-scale building project occurring on
both terraces.298 The Late Classical and Early Hellenistic periods are grouped together here, as
there is debate over the early versus late 4th century B.C. date of several of these building
projects.299 The dating has been used to draw conclusions about the significance of activities on
the upper and lower terraces, particularly in relation to the downdating of the infill of the Sacred
Pool and several waterworks on the upper terrace.300 For instance, it has been argued that this
building project may have been associated with the leveling of both terraces in association with
the change in the function of these spaces, resulting in the disturbance of some deposits; I discuss
this in respect to the identification of the presence of one versus two sanctuaries at Perachora
(3.5).301
As discussed above, the altar was dated by Payne to the Classical period, and was identified
as contemporary with the construction of the stoa and associated paving.302 However, the
reanalysis of the feature by Plommer and Salviat resulted in the distinction between an earlier
Archaic phase and the subsequent 4th century B.C. renovations.303 In the later renovations, an
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Ionic colonnade was added to the altar, resulting in the modification of the lower step of the
Theatral Staircase to accommodate the change.304 The addition of the columns has been
interpreted as part of the creation of a canopy.305 Modifications were completed for the 6th
century temple during this same period, including the renovation of the temple interior.306
Within the temple is a base for a statue that Payne originally associated with the 6th century
B.C.307 However, excavation of the foundations below the statue base revealed a deposit of
coins dating to the 4th century B.C.308 Thus, scholars have argued that the base was reset or
modified as part of the refurbishment of the temple.309 In addition to these renovations, an Lshaped stoa was added along the northeastern end of the terrace, to the east of the altar and 6th
century temple.310 A pebble pavement created a level surface associated with the altar and the
newly constructed stoa.311 In addition, the West Court was enclosed and a roof was added.312 It
is this phase that Payne associated with the beginning of the formation of the Akraia Deposit,
which contained votives dating to the late 4th century B.C.313 The presence of Hellenistic
materials from the deposit has even been used to suggest a downdating of the feature to the
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destruction of the sanctuary in the 2nd century B.C.314 These renovations on the terrace have
been linked by Sinn to the cleaning out of the votives from the Temple of Hera Akraia and their
deposition on the upper terrace, an activity that could have been associated with resulted in
modification of the temple.315
As the review of the evidence from the terrace shows, the analysis of the architecture and
occupation phases affected a number of the interpretations of the finds from the upper terrace,
particularly the named votive deposits.
3.4.2. The Upper Terrace and the Temple of Hera Limenia
The cross comparison of the evidence from the upper and lower terraces is central to the
analysis of the development of Perachora as a cult center.316 Although all phases of the upper
terrace have received attention, the scholarship has predominantly focused on the Late
Geometric through Archaic phases, as the evidence has been interpreted as crucial to
understanding the expansion and development of the cult. As a result, the structure identified as
the Temple of Hera Limenia and the associated deposits serve as the focal points of my survey.
Difficulty in dating a number of features on the terrace prohibits concisely isolating elements
chronologically; this is further complicated by the fact that Payne intended to publish much of
the evidence as part of a third volume.317 Richard Tomlinson’s reevaluation of the area focuses
on the deposits in limited detail owing to Payne’s extensive excavation of these features;
Tomlinson’s reconsideration of the waterworks from the terrace is not addressed here.318
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The area of the upper terrace was classified by Payne as the sacred space associated with
Hera Limenia, but subsequent studies of the area have dismissed the presence of a temple, and
identify the area as an extension of the cult center on the lower terrace (Figs. 10–12, 14).319
Tomlinson, in his review of the architecture from the site, isolates a middle terrace between the
upper and lower terraces, however, the area is treated in conjunction with the upper terrace
herein (Figs. 12).320 The architectural remains include the Temple of Hera Limenia (reidentified
by Tomlinson as a hestiatorion and referred to more neutrally as a Hearth Building),321 a double
apsidal cistern,322 a Hellenistic hestiatorion (identified by Payne as a Hellenistic house and
reclassified as a hestiatorion/double dining hall),323 the Sacred Pool,324 the rectangular cistern,325
the “Hellenistic Houses”,326 Archaic retaining walls A1–A4,327 and the temenos wall (Figs. 10,
12, 22–23).328 Interpretations of the terrace focus on assigning deposits to specific architecture
and establishing the significance of these relationships; isolated deposits from the terrace include
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the Sacred Pool Deposit,329 the Limenia Deposit,330 the Protocorinthian Stratum,331 the Egyptian
Deposit,332 and Archaic and Post-Classical deposits.333
Initial focus on the upper terrace placed emphasis on the area as an independent cult center
with a building serving as a temple; the Temple of Hera Limenia on the upper terrace was the
focus in discussions of developments at the site during the Late Geometric down through the
Archaic period. The primary evidence for identifying the Temple of Hera Limenia as a
sanctuary was the concentration of votives found in deposits around the structure; the
identification of the sanctuary informed the interpretation of deposits and other architecture on
the upper terrace, such as the hearth within the temple, the Limenia Deposit, and the nearby
Sacred Pool.334 The assemblage, which showed an increase and change in dedicatory practices,
was interpreted as evidence for the growing popularity and wealth of the sanctuary in the late 8th
to 7th centuries B.C.335 The large concentrations of votives deposited abutting the Hearth
Building and within the temenos caused scholars to argue that down through the Classical period
Perachora was one of the richest minor sanctuaries in Greece.336 However, several scholars
dismiss the identification of the structure as a sanctuary, proposing differing interpretations of
the evidence from these deposits and the function of the building in association with the larger
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site.337 The reclassification of the building prompted reevaluations of the association of the
structure with the large concentrations of votives, causing scholars to reconsider explanations for
the deposits and the significance attributed to these features.338
3.4.2a. The Late Geometric and Early Archaic Phases
The rectangular structure on the upper terrace identified as the Temple of Hera Limenia is
located roughly 200 meters from the harbor in a flatter part of the valley.339 Located on the
southeastern side of the upper terrace, the structure has rubble wall foundations and a central
hearth.340 The building is within walls tentatively identified as the temenos, with the southern
wall of the building roughly 2 m from the southern temenos wall (Fig. 10a).341 The expanse of
the rectangular enclosure identified as the temenos on the upper terrace is roughly 750 m, while
the temple structure is approximately 9.5 by 5.6 m.342 The temple does not have a porch or
colonnade, and the entrance on the north end is distinctly off-center.343 The rectangular building
has a north-south alignment rather than the east-west orientation typical for sanctuaries, which
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has been explained as a necessary adjustment due to the topography of the area.344 However,
Tomlinson argues that there was ample room for the standard alignment, arguing instead for a
deliberate choice in orientation.345
The increase in activity on the upper terrace at the end of the 8th century B.C. has played a
pivotal role in establishing cult developments at Perachora.346 A shift in focus from the lower to
upper terrace during the Late Geometric period was initially interpreted as evidence for a shift in
dedicatory and cult practices.347 Payne proposed that the votives found throughout deposits on
the terrace were dedicated in association with the occupation of the building as a sanctuary in the
middle of the 8th century B.C.348 The Limenia Deposit, which covered the majority of the upper
terrace, contained large concentrations of Protocorinthian and Corinthian pottery and votaries,
such as bronzes, ivories and scarabs, ranging in date from the Archaic to the Classical period,
with limited evidence dating to the Geometric period.349 The evidence from the Limenia Deposit
was used to argue for the presence of the temple at the same time as the earliest votives began to
be dedicated on the upper terrace.350 In other words, the construction of the temple and the
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dedicatory practices on the upper terrace were interpreted as coinciding with the abandonment of
the apsidal temple on the lower terrace.
Payne argues that the Temple of Hera Limenia was erected prior to the formation and
accumulation of the Limenia Deposit, as is indicated by the deposit directly abutting the north
and east walls of the structure, but being completely absent within the building interior.351
Although referenced as a single deposit, it is crucial to note that the lower section of the Limenia
Deposit, referred to as the Protocorinthian Stratum, consisted of largely Protocorinthian
pottery.352 Discussions of materials from the area often conflate references to the
Protocorinthian Strata, Protocorinthian Deposit, and Limenia Deposit.353 However, Payne
distinguished that the Limenia Deposit, which covers almost the entirety of the area of the
temenos, contained layers from various periods.354 The nature of the deposit and the
documentation during excavations resulted in the deposit being dismissed as unstratified;
however, the earliest materials associated with the structure were found concentrated along the
eastern and north-eastern walls of the Hearth Building, and the selection of remains were used by
Payne to date the structure.355
The date and identification of the building classified as the Temple of Limenia has been
critiqued by scholars like Tomlinson and Menadier.356 For the dating of the upper terrace
Tomlinson focused on the association between the double cistern and hestiatorion (Temple of
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Hera Limenia).357 As noted above, Tomlinson had proposed that the pebble cement floors in
several of the buildings (the double apsidal cistern, the hestiatorion, the fountain house and the
stoa) were indicative of a construction date in the late 4th century B.C.358 However, the 5th
century B.C. date of a nearby circular building with similar flooring caused him to reevaluate his
dates (Fig. 15).359 He argued that the Hearth Building, reclassified as a dining hall, may have an
earlier 5th century B.C. date, and could possibly even have been contemporary with the 6th
century B.C. phase of the temple on the lower terrace.360 Menadier places its construction in the
early 6th century B.C. and its abandonment by the 5th century B.C.361 She argues that the date of
the 5th century B.C. abandonment is supported by the construction undertaken in this area of the
terrace after the temple had fallen into ruin, including the addition of a cistern and drain to
replace the Sacred Pool, and a Hellenistic house reclassified by Tomlinson as a hestiatorion.362
These revisions in date alter not only our understanding of the practices occurring on the upper
and lower terraces, but also interpretations of the deposits and other features associated with the
sanctuary. For instance, the higher concentration of dining ware (cups/plates/dishes) in deposits
on the upper terrace is one of the main pieces of evidence informing the reidentification of the
Temple of Hera Limenia as a hestiatorion.363
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Within the temple interior, the evidence discussed most extensively comes from the
excavation of a small altar/hearth made from four curbstones.364 The feature was initially used to
establish the temple as that of the “hearth altar/Herdtemple” type.365 While the hearth has been
discussed extensively with respect to religious practices on the terrace, scholars have emphasized
the difficulty in dating the feature precisely; this issue is complicated by the range of dates
proposed for the building.366 Payne dated the feature to the mid-7th century B.C., but it has been
downdated by Jeffery to as late as the Classical period.367 Given this difficulty with dating the
feature, it is impossible to establish the presence of the hearth in conjunction with the
construction of the building, or determine the association of the feature with the formation of
deposits in the area.368 The hearth may or may not have been present in the Late
Geometric/Early Archaic period, and remained in use until after the 4th century B.C.369 The area
of the hearth contained a concentration of ash and a limited number sherds dated by Payne to the
Protocorinthian period; others have argued that there is not enough ceramic evidence to specify
an early date for the feature.370 The reuse of the stones and the lack of materials associated with
the hearth have both been used to suggest the continual cleaning-out and reorganization of the
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feature.371 Three of the stones used for the hearth were reused stelae with inscriptions
mentioning Hera Leukolene;372 the blocks would have originally held votive spits, but the
inscriptions were not visible in their repurposed state; the early date of the inscriptions cannot be
applied to the hearth itself.373 The state of the hearth suggests it is not preserved in its original
state and that some form of maintenance was conducted routinely, or at the end of the use of the
building.
Much like the hearth, the chronology associated with renovations made throughout the
buildings use-life remains contested. It has been proposed that some renovations to the hearth
may have occurred in conjunction with roof repairs, which included the addition of light green
clay tiles, decorated tiles, and antefixes.374 Payne dated the addition of the tiles to the second
quarter of the 7th century B.C., while Tomlinson downdated the renovation to the early 6th
century B.C.375 Scholars placing the modifications at an earlier date argue that, even if the
structure was not granted significance in the 7th century B.C. on the basis of its association with a
hearth, the renovations in the second quarter of the 7th century B.C. support attributing cult
significance to the building during these early stages of use.376 The addition of a new roof and
decorative tiles does little to inform our understanding of the function of the structure, such as its
possible designation as a temple, storehouse, or hestiatorion, and its association with the
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deposits.377 Yet, it does suggest the importance of the structure for the cult center and the
association between the upper and lower terraces.
3.4.2b. The Archaic Phase
The area of the upper terrace underwent renovations that may have been part of the same
large scale building project undertaken on the lower terrace in the 6th century B.C.; the
reidentifications of the temple as a hestiatorion have been made in conjunction with the
downdating of the feature to the 6th century B.C.378 During this period, the floor level of the
terrace was raised by the addition of a fill containing concentrations of votives and other
debris.379 Two retaining walls attributed to this period served to facilitate the creation of a level
surface on the terrace.380 These renovations have been discussed in conjunction with the
reevaluation of the function of deposits and architecture on the terrace during the Archaic period;
in particular, this has impacted considerations of the deposit identified in conjunction with the
Sacred Pool.
The infill of the Sacred Pool, possibly dating to the late 6th century B.C., is described as
consisting primarily of bronze phialai.381 Thought to have been in use from the late 8th to 6th
century B.C., the infill was identified as roughly contemporary with the Limenia Deposit.382
Although the specific function of the pool both prior to and during its infill remains contested,
scholarly focus has remained on confirming or refuting the identification of the feature as
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associated with ritual activities in the Archaic period.383 Located on the upper terrace, but to the
west, outside of the temenos wall, the Sacred Pool was initially thought to have ritual
significance; Payne attributed significance to the deposit based on its association with the
structure he classified as the Temple of Hera Limenia.384 Payne proposed that the deposition of
phialai was associated with ritual libations, while Dunbabin argued for the association of the
objects with oracular practices.385 The identification of oracular practices impacted the
classification of architecture and deposits.386 For instance, Salmon argues against the
association of the phialai and their deposition with oracular practices on the basis of a lack of
evidence for a sanctuary on the upper terrace.387 By deeming it logical for the oracle and
associated practices to occur in conjunction with the sanctuary on the lower terrace, he dismisses
the interpretations of the deposition of the phialai as significant in respect to ritual practices at
the cult center of Hera Limenia on the upper terrace.388
Tomlinson’s reevaluation of the sanctuary as a dining room and his reassessment of water
sources at the site prompted reexamination of the nature of the Sacred Pool.389 Tomlinson
dismisses the notion of ritual practices in conjunction with the deposition of the phialai, arguing
instead for the accidental incorporation of the assemblage into the deposit.390 A similar
sentiment is expressed in Dunbabin’s assessment of the assemblage, as he proposes that while
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the phialai were certainly deposited intentionally, the other finds from the pool may have been
accidently incorporated into the deposit, possibly being washed there as a result of the rain.391 In
these interpretations, it is clear that the value attributed to particular aspects of the assemblage
directly influences the classification of the associated deposit. It is also the case that these
interpretations draw conclusions about the formation of the deposit without delineating it or
establishing what aspects of deposition support these claims.
3.4.2c. The Classical and Hellenistic Phases
A second terracing phase has been identified on the upper terrace in the Classical period,
which was associated the construction of the Polygonal Retaining Wall.392 The relationship of
the wall to the Hearth Building has been used to suggest the building went out of use at the time
of the construction of the wall and that the renovation of the area suggests a change in both the
use of the buildings and the function of the terrace.393
Additional renovations in the 4th century B.C. have been linked to a building project on the
lower terrace; Sinn has argued for attributing the deposits of votives on the upper terrace to the
clearing out of the cult center on the lower terrace as a part of this building project.394 Of note is
Sinn’s emphasis on the Sacred Pool, as well as other deposits on the upper terrace, as convenient
dumping grounds for the disposal of these votives, rather than as deposits of ritual or religious
significance.395 He argues that in order to create more space, as well as a level surface between
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the stoa and altar on the lower terrace, a large amount of debris would have needed to be
removed.396 Sinn proposes that the votives accumulated on the lower terrace, possibly in
proximity to the altar, and then were relocated to the upper terrace during this later phase of
occupation.397 The attribution of votives to the sanctuary on the lower terrace is associated with
not only the reclassification of the Hearth Building, but also an interest in reevaluating the
associations between deposits, votives, and architecture. My argument addresses how the
reoccurring deposition on both terraces reflects a more complex association between the
treatment of burnt and votive remains that cannot merely be attributed to the association with
specific structures or rebuilding phases.
3.4.3. Preliminary Remarks: The Archaeological Evidence
As the survey of the archaeological evidence from the site reflects, emphasis has been placed
on the relationships between deposits and architecture at Perachora. My review outlined the
archaeological evidence for the major features from the site by addressing the architectural
elements and deposits from each terrace in association with the occupation phases identified at
the site. My subdivision of the analysis into the discussion of the archaeological evidence from
the upper and lower terraces is a product of the treatment of the two terraces as focal points in
the analysis of the development of the site. For instance, the shift in the discussion of the
evidence after the reidentification of the Hearth Building as a hestiatorion reflects how
interpretations of the evidence were centered on using the deposits to define the function of
spaces at Perachora during specific occupation phases. My review of interpretations of the
archaeological evidence in respect to the cult complex, including the reconstruction of cult
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practices provides the information necessary for reconsidering the evidence from a depositional
perspective.
Overall, analysis of the evidence from Perachora has focused on reconstructing the history of
the cult and its place in broader cultural developments at the local, regional, and international
scale.398 While various reevaluations of the evidence are invaluable, the significance attributed
based on the chronological and functional association of deposits characterizes current
perceptions of the depositional practices occurring at Perachora. By placing emphasis on the
role of deposits and the associated features and assemblages in these discussions, my overview
above highlighted the subject matter pivotal to the depositional approach proposed in this study.
However, it is necessary to consider more extensively the impact of the classification and
reclassification of temple structures on our understanding of the deposits.
3.5. Two Sanctuaries, or One Cult Complex?
As I outlined above in the review of the archaeological evidence, one major factor
influencing the analysis of named deposits at Perachora was the identification of one versus two
distinct sanctuaries. The debates centered on this distinction have extensive, if indirect,
implications for my study, as interpretations of the activities attributed to the formation of the
deposits are intertwined with the classification of the function of the structures on the two
terraces. My methodology engages with how these interpretations have impacted our
understanding of the site as part of my attempt to divorce my discussion of deposition from these
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broader research questions. I argue that it is only by approaching deposition separate from these
concerns that the evidence can be used to inform our understanding of the broad-scale, long-term
maintenance activities occurring at the site.
Payne proposed that the upper terrace contained a late 8th century B.C. building, which he
identified as the Temple of Hera Limenia, and a temenos, and that the lower terrace contained
the remains of a Geometric building and a later, 6th century B.C. building and altar, which he
identified as different phases of the Temple of Hera Akraia.399 The presence of a sanctuary on
each terrace was interpreted as evidence for two separate complexes, or cult centers.400 As a
result, reconstructions of the activities occurring in these spaces have distinguished between the
evidence from the upper and lower terrace, or the areas associated with the sanctuaries of Hera
Akraia and Hera Limenia.401 The cross-comparison of materials in the analysis of cult
developments has placed emphasis on the perception of the two areas as differing with respect to
religious practices; these assumptions are directly linked to interpretations of the relation of
structures and deposits, which has affected our understanding of depositional practices.402
However, the subsequent scholarship has challenged several classifications of structures,
features, and deposits; for instance, the argument that the votives in deposits on the upper terrace
came from the sanctuary of Hera Akraia on the lower terrace is grounded in the reclassification
of the sanctuary as the Hearth Building.403 Despite the general acceptance of the reidentification
of the structure as a hestiatorion,404 the assemblage originally attributed to the Temple of Hera
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Limenia is still used in reconstructions of cult practices.405 The reclassification of structures and
activities at Perachora as part of a single cult complex have caused scholars to argue against
trying to establish distinctions between the function of the two spaces.406 Accepting a
reidentification of the temple has caused scholars to argue that the sanctuary was always located
on the lower terrace, and the upper terrace was used for other cult practices associated with the
religious center.407 For instance, Salmon argued for the presence of one cult in a sanctuary
spread across two terraces, and Tomlinson identified the upper terrace as auxiliary to the
sanctuary and argued that the Hearth Building was for feasting.408 As a result, the archaeological
evidence is discussed both with respect to the two separate areas, and as part of single sanctuary
assemblage. While there is clear spatial distinction between the two areas, which can be easily
delineated on the basis of topography, the division has created a false distinction between the
votive deposits and associated assemblages. My approach reconsiders deposits and deposition
outside the context of this debate.
While the debate over the identification of the structures on the upper and lower terraces is
grounded in the association of the buildings with deposits of votives and activity areas, the
designation of deposits has also become inextricably linked to the use of epithets at Perachora–
the association of the epithet Akraia with the temple on the lower terrace and the epithet Limenia
with the temple on the upper terrace has affected interpretations of the practices occurring at
Perachora.409 Payne’s assignment of the two separate sanctuaries to different versions of Hera
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was driven by the association of the inscriptions with the respective structures.410 The context of
the inscribed finds has been criticized as offering limited insight into the original association
between the finds and structures; various arguments refuting the presence of two sanctuaries
challenge Payne’s interpretation of the use of the titles in conjunction with distinct cults at the
site.411 This dismissal of a connection between the inscriptions found in the votive deposits and
the function of structures is largely accepted.412 The association of Akraia, “of the heights,” with
the lower terrace, and Limenia, “of the harbor,” with the upper terrace, has also been critiqued as
the opposite of what would be expected if two sanctuaries were established at the site.413 In
reassessments, the epithets are interpreted as both being used to address Hera within the context
of a single cult center whose activities spanned the upper and lower terrace.414 Even if we accept
recent interpretations, which associate both epithets with a single center of worship, or
specifically with the sanctuary on the lower terrace,415 it is necessary to consider the impact of
the initial association of the epithets with separate sanctuaries on our understanding of the
archaeological evidence at Perachora.416
The evidence for the association of Heraion at Perachora with the epithet Akraia draws on
both the epigraphic and literary evidence.417 Although the epithet refers to “the heights”, Payne
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attributes the use of the title to the location of the sanctuary on a headland.418 The first evidence
for the epithet dates to the 5th century B.C.; however, the early evidence for cult practices on the
lower terrace provides no direct link to the epithet Akraia.419 Payne assumed that there was
continuity in the use of the title since the inception of the sanctuary; as a result, he applied the
title to both the Geometric and 6th century temple remains on the terrace, as well as the earlier
Archaic temple, referring to the three phases as Hera Akraia I, II, and III.420 The nomenclature
Geometric temple, Early Archaic temple, and 6th century temple is used herein. Similar to the
epithet Akraia, there is no evidence linking the earliest phases of the occupation of the structure
on the upper terrace to the epithet Limenia.421 The first evidence for the epithet Limenia, a vase
with a painted inscription, dates to the first half of the 6th century B.C.,422 while two other
inscriptions mentioning the epithet date to the end of the 6th century B.C.423 As with the epithet
Akraia, scholars argued for continuity in the use of the title Limenia since the inception of the
sanctuary on the upper terrace.424 The limitations of the evidence for establishing relationships
between these structures and cult practices further reflect the issues with the identification of
depositional relationships between structures and deposits using this evidence.
Dunbabin proposed that even if the presence of the Akraia inscriptions did not reflect the
existence of a sanctuary to Hera Limenia on the terrace, that the use does provide evidence of the

418

Dunbabin 1962, p. 396; Menadier 2002, pp. 87–88; Payne 1940, pp. 78, 98.
Dunbabin 1948; Novaro-Lefèvre 2000. The epithet Akraia is associated with Hera sanctuaries
at Perachora, Argos, Corinth, Corcyra, and possibly Byzantion. Paus. ii 24.1 mentions Akraia in
relation to Argos. IG IX.1 698 mentions of the epithet in relation to Corinth, Perachora, Corcyra.
Dionys. Byz. Fr. 9 possibly Byzantion.
420
Salmon 1972, pp. 161, 195.
421
Dunbabin 1948.
422
Dunbabin 1962, p. 395, no. 17; Salmon 1972, p. 168.
423
Dunbabin 1962, p. 398, no. 101; Payne 1940, pp. 43–47, 136.
424
Dunbabin 1962, pp. 395–398, no. 17; Payne 1940, pp. 43–47; Salmon 1972, pp. 161–168,
195.
419

112

important connection of the site to the harbor.425 As a result, the association of the sanctuary
with the epithet Limenia has been discussed as reflecting the strong connection of the cult to
navigation and the protection of sailors.426 In this respect, the location has been compared to that
of the Heraion of Samos.427 However, it has also been noted that the archaeological evidence for
this relationship is limited to a small terracotta boat model428 and two bronze hooks.429
Alternatively, the use of both Akraia and Limenia at the site, along with the earlier use of the
epithet Leukolenos, “of the white arms,”430 has been interpreted as emphasizing the role of Hera
as a protector.431
The acceptance of these epithets as evidence for a single cult and sanctuary is heavily
influenced by the reclassification of the Hearth Building as a hestiatorion, or dining area,
centered on a hearth.432 This reconsideration was initiated by Salmon due to his rejection of two
sanctuaries operating at the site.433 Tomlinson later argued that the building served a public
function and was associated with the larger cult complex; he saw the association of the terrace as
an auxiliary area as being evidenced by both the large concentrations of votive materials on the
terrace and the absence of a temple.434 In his interpretation, the hearth inside the structure
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remains accepted as having cult significance; however, he does not view the evidence as
justifying the classification of the building as a sanctuary.435 Numerous scholars have adopted
this classification, associating the area with cult activities, such as restricted ritual dining, rather
than dedication.436 This reidentification is also used to explain subsets of the evidence found in
association with the structure, such as spits dedicated to Hera and larger concentrations of dining
equipment.437
The acceptation that Perachora had only one sanctuary has significantly impacted
interpretations of the nature of the deposits and practices at the site. However, I argue that the
identification of the structure as having a function other than a temple does not necessitate the
dismissal of the significance of the deposits and associated assemblages on the upper terrace.
Instead, my analysis explores how the site’s depositional history reflects shared practices
occurring on the two terraces.
3.6. Concluding Remarks
Reevaluations of the evidence from Perachora, particularly the presence of a sanctuary on the
upper terrace, have affected our understanding of deposition at the site. However, there has been
limited direct reevaluation of the deposits and depositional practices. Rather than identifying the
deposits as the product of dedications at separate sanctuary centers, scholars argue that
dedications accumulated on the lower terrace at Perachora in association with a single cult and
then were disposed of on the upper terrace.438 Even when the analysis is not focused on
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distinguishing two distinct cult centers, emphasis is placed on the materials as evidence for
chronological and historical developments at the site.439 Cross-comparisons of votives from
different deposits and locations continue to place emphasis on the value and significance
attributed to votives from the two areas as evidence for changes in dedicatory practices. For
instance, the increase in the quality and quantity of votives at Perachora in the last quarter of the
8th century B.C. has been interpreted as evidence for the growing importance of the sanctuary,
despite its rural location.440 Overall, the resulting analysis of the votive assemblages as either a
single assemblage or subsets for cross-comparison, such as the comparison of the materials in an
abbreviated list form for the Geometric and Limenia Deposits in the primary publication, has
encouraged explanations for the deposits that do not reconsider differences in deposition in
individual deposits.441
The relocation of materials for deposition on the upper terrace has been attributed to the
practice of dealing with accumulated materials in a practical, rather than ritualized manner.442
As a result, there is less focus on how deposition in the two areas may still reflect similarities or
differences in site maintenance. Instead, interpretations focus on the idea that the cult center
remained on the lower terrace at the Temple of Hera Akraia and that removal of the votives and
the disposal on the upper terrace is a product of the overcrowding of dedications in the area by
the harbor.443 Tomlinson briefly addresses the issue of overcrowding, arguing that it would be
impossible to allow for the continual buildup of small finds on the lower terrace; he views the
remains on the upper terrace as a product of dedication in association with a single cult center,
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whether deposited there initially, or moved at a later date.444 He goes as far as to suggest that the
terrace was modified to deal with such a “surplus” of remains.445 Other interpretations of the
upper terrace as an area for the disposal of surplus votives have presented a less neutral
interpretation of the deposits; Toley refers to the materials as an “overspill” of votives removed
as debris from the Temple of Hera Akraia.446 As a result of changing perspectives on deposition,
the deposits are interpreted as serving the practical function of dealing with rubbish and leveling
the area for further construction.447 The shift in identification downplays the significance
attributed to the deposits on the upper terrace; scholars argue that the deposit formed due to the
need to deal with unwanted votives as rubbish, while still using the presence of votives to
classify the deposit and area as having a sacred association.448 While this may be a valid
interpretation, the shift in identification derives limited insights from the analysis of depositional
aspects and more from the desire to explain the deposits as part of the general reclassification of
the area.
My survey of scholarship on the terraces, temples, and associated deposits shows how
deposits and assemblages have been discussed within two predominant frameworks: either
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independently, or in the context of a selective narrative. In other words, classifications of
deposits, when discussed in conjunction with chronological phases and cult developments, are
often used to supplement or dismiss interpretations of the archaeological evidence. While such
analysis is productive, I argue that it is necessary to establish the extent of the evidence available
for individual deposits through the systematic application of a depositional approach prior to
reevaluating how the evidence for depositional practices informs these narratives.
Various investigations have focused on the finds, or assemblages from select areas in the
sanctuary, in reconstructions of the function, use, and development of sacred space. As
discussed previously, sacred space is defined by not just the sanctuary, but also by additional
boundary markers such as the landscape, temenos walls, and deposits.449 The role of objects in
delineating sacred space has been established as prominent at remote sanctuaries, and the
phenomenon is considered in interpretations of the deposits at Perachora.450 The perception of
votives as the property of gods, and by extension sanctuaries, has led to the term “sacred
rubbish” for dedications that were thrown away carelessly. Moving from an overview of the
terraces, architecture, and deposits, I reconsider approaches to the interpretation of the votive
assemblages and specific objects associated with these features.
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Chapter 4. Perachora: Research Interests and the Study of the Material Record
4.1. Introduction
My review of the scholarship in this chapter provides an overview of the analysis of material
categories from Perachora, outlining how their use in reconstructions of cult practices has
impacted our understanding of deposition. The named deposits from Perachora have been used
in a range of material-based approaches that contribute to our understanding of the dedicatory
and religious practices occurring at the site. However, as outlined in my overview of deposition,
the use of the deposit as a lens through which to group and interpret finds can be detrimental to
our understanding of depositional episodes. As my methodology necessitates recognizing the
multitude of influences impacting our understanding of deposition for the site, I address how
interpretations of the site assemblage, particularly the focus on reconstructions of cult practices
and practitioners, have informed previous discussions of deposition.
Framing the analysis around material categories poses problems for the application of my
methodology. However, covering the use of specific material categories (i.e., ceramics,
terracottas, ivories and scarabs) in respect to broader themes (i.e., initiation, divination,
navigation) allows me to provide a review of the scholarship in a manner that is not typically
taken into account when forming an understanding of current views on deposits and deposition.
Examining the groupings of materials that have been highlighted by investigators also provides a
better understanding of the state of the scholarship for the assemblages from individual deposits.
The founding of the cult in this remote location during the 8th century B.C. prompted interest
in identifying the affiliation of the sacred center and establishing the significance of this
118

association. As argued in the previous chapter, interest in the historical context of the site has
been associated with attempts to use the dedicatory assemblage to reconstruct cult practices and
regional affiliation. Interpretations of the origin and function of materials in respect to cult
practices are intertwined with an interest in pinpointing the identity of the practitioners
themselves. This raises questions such as, who was worshipping here, from where, and why? In
order to understand how the evidence was used to answer these questions, it is necessary to
revisit the use of deposits and the associated finds in the discussion of specific research interests.
The dedicatory assemblage from Perachora predominantly consists of a range of small finds
dating from the mid-8th century B.C. down through the 2nd century B.C.451 The most common
kind of artifact represented is pottery, but other finds include ivory figurines and jewelry,
faience, scarabs, bronzes (mostly pins), and various personal items.452 The quantity and quality
of small finds from Perachora was one of the main factors drawing Payne’s attention to the site,
which increased after his preliminary investigations.453 Scholars have noted that the quality of
the ivories and other small votives at Perachora surpasses that of similar assemblages from major
sanctuaries in Greece during the Archaic period.454 The reason for the dedication of finds of
such quality and quantity at a rural sanctuary remains a point of interest driving the continued
reexamination of the evidence and the use of the materials in various case studies. For instance,
the 8th century B.C. phase of monumental development at Perachora and the rural location of the
sanctuary are both elements that have made the site of interest in the analysis of the role of
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sanctuaries in the development of the polis.455 In addition, the potential association of the site
with trade networks has been used to consider broader concerns about expansion and the
founding of colonies as triggers for sanctuary and state developments.456 The associated
materials have also been used extensively in the analysis of broader questions about dedicatory
practices associated with Hera cults, and with respect to the expression of status linked to
religious institutions.457 Within these studies, object-based analysis commonly places emphasis
on types or subsets of material from the site; the analysis of material types with respect to
specific topics inevitably uses the same materials differently, such as the study of imports and
exchange in regard to seals, ivories, ceramics, and scarabs.458
My review of the scholarship in this chapter outlines how the significance of deposits at
Perachora has been established by way of finds and teases out how various approaches use
deposits when discussing the function of finds with respect to cult activities. It is difficult to
subdivide the discussion of general themes with respect to individual deposits, so the overview is
structured around several overarching issues that have received attention in scholarly approaches
to the analysis of the site. The overview for each topic addresses how specific evidence is used
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by outlining what scholars have said about several major deposits from Perachora including the
Sacred Pool, the Geometric Deposit, the Limenia Deposit, and the Egyptian Pit. The objective is
to address how the previous reconstructions of practices at Perachora have used the depositional
evidence, as well as how our understanding of the site can benefit from a new approach to the
evidence that the application of my methodology will provide.
4.2. Investigating Broader Research Questions: The Dedicatory Assemblage
The use of Perachora as a case study to address a range of research interests has produced
varying approaches to the evidence; topics such as trade networks and dedicatory practices for
Hera cults reflect core issues addressed using the evidence from Perachora.459 However, one of
the main concerns in the investigation of objects from Perachora remains their origin, both in
terms of production and dedication. A focus on specific materials was linked to broader
concerns with the role of cult practices in maintaining and promoting identity. For instance, the
sanctuary assemblage has received attention owing to the large concentration of exotic and rich
materials, including scarabs, ivories, phialai, personal objects, and coinage.460 Thus, the site
provides a significant corpus of materials for addressing interests linked to the analysis of votives
as representative of production, exchange, and affiliation.461 As a result, various deposits were
identified as noteworthy for understanding the development of exchange networks and value
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attributed to certain objects.462 Investigations into the origin and function of dedications have
focused not only on identifying influence in the founding of the cult at Perachora, but also on
outlining the role of Perachora in maintaining and expanding social, economic, and culture
systems, particularly the role of the dedicatory assemblage in reconstructing the development of
cult practices.
4.2.1. The Materiality of Cult Practices: Location, Affiliation, and Origin
Reconstructions of site histories for sanctuaries use aspects of the site and archaeological
record to establish the function of the cult and reconstruct cult practices. Location and affiliation
remain two of the key components informing interpretations of the development of the sanctuary
at Perachora.463 Analysis of the sanctuary assemblage has focused how the dedications reflect
not only the concerns of practitioners or the function of the cult, but their affiliation. As a result,
interpretations of depositional assemblages and the descriptions of the evidence associated with
deposits are framed around the discussion of specific research interests. I revisit here how the
named deposits have been treated as representative of the associated assemblages, allowing these
features to be used to draw broader conclusions about the site’s occupation and affiliation.
Various explanations of the rural nature of the site and its affiliation imply that the sanctuary
at Perachora was not necessarily significant in its own right, but rather that the significance
attributed to the site within broader social and cultural networks offers the best avenue for
understanding the practices occurring at the site, as well as its development.464 Interpretations of
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the physical location of the site are linked to broader concerns and research interests in polis
development, expansion, trade, and exchange, as well as navigation and seafaring; as these
interests inform approaches to the materials, I outline the scholarship here with a focus on how
research interests have affected the use of the archaeological evidence from deposits. Drawing
connections between these topics and the use of the evidence offers a framework not only for
discussing the aspects influencing the development of dedicatory practices at Perachora over
time, but addressing these developments archaeologically in their own right.
In attributions of affiliation, the general consensus is that Perachora was a religious center
linked to the development of Corinth; the material record has been used to support this
association.465 For instance, the founding of the sanctuary by Corinth has been linked to political
changes associated with the growth and expansion of the polis.466 The location of the sanctuary,
along Corinth’s northwestern territorial border, has been interpreted as reflecting the role of the
sanctuary in the expansion of the control of the polis and its trade networks.467 The foundation
of the cult and increase in dedicatory practices has been discussed as evidence for the changing
role of sanctuaries in the Greek world starting in the Geometric period.468 As a result, the value
of dedications has been interpreted as an indicator of the growing wealth and influence of the
Corinthia in the late 8th century B.C.469
The founding of the sanctuary by the Corinthians has been linked to Corinthian expansion to
the north and west as part of a search for resources.470 Thus, the sanctuary would have
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potentially served as a point along a north-west trade route.471 The Early Geometric material,
which has been dismissed by some as unimpressive, is explained as indicative of the foundation
of the cult in association with tentative exploration and expansion.472 In this scenario, it is
traders and sailors who are the initial purveyors of the sanctuary.473 The location is interpreted
as marking the end of Corinthian territory, making it a significant point at which to secure
promises from the gods and offer thanks.474
Not only is the sanctuary along a boundary, but it is also situated along the sea; the placement
of sanctuaries along the coast is a development linked to a growing interest in the seascape
during the Geometric period.475 The function of the harbor remains contested, although it may
have played some role in establishing the significance of the site as part of a developing trade
route; scholars have debated whether the main access to the site was by sea rather than by
land.476 Although the harbor was small, the nature of the currents and headwinds, as well as the
visibility of the promontory as a landmark, may have made the location significant for
individuals sailing toward Corinth.477 These arguments make it difficult to divorce the
discussion of the development of the site and the dedication of finds at the site from
interpretations about the larger network of exchange developing in the region.
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While the wealth of the materials found at Perachora has led scholars to place emphasis on
the site as an extension of Corinth’s growing influence on both the regional and international
scales, the classification “Orientalizing” and “Egyptianizing” finds from the assemblages
attributes value to these objects based on their origin outside the Corinthia. For instance, a
subset of the ivory assemblage from Perachora was initially designated as “Egyptianizing
Materials” and was found in a feature classified as the “Egyptian Deposit,” which included
objects deemed to be Orientalizing in nature.478 The majority of finds from Perachora classified
as Orientalizing were concentrated in deposits on the upper terrace, particularly in proximity to
the Temple of Hera Limenia,479 which was the area attributed to the Egyptian Deposit.480
Although there remains much debate over the origin of votives grouped together in the initial
publications as being of Egyptian type, the designation of an “Egyptian Deposit” in the
excavation of the upper terrace and the emphasis on the number of exotic goods at the site are
both elements influencing the perception of Perachora as part of a growing trade network.481 The
assemblage has been used to draw connections between the dedication of imports from the east
and growing Corinthian trading interests.482 On the other hand, the lack of goods from several
key trade centers associated with Corinth has caused several scholars to argue that the area was
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not a vital point along the trade routes, and that the votives may have been local imitations of
select groupings of foreign goods that were becoming more widespread throughout the
Corinthia.483 Even if the evidence is not conclusive for understanding trade or production, the
presence of a rich collection of small finds of this type, which are also predominantly of a
personal nature, continues to inform interpretations of practices and practitioners at the site.
Scholars arguing for nuanced explanations for the influence of various centers on the
sanctuary have suggested approaching the analysis of votives with a focus not on origin, but on
why they are appropriate for dedication to Hera and in what contexts the specific votives are
dedicated.484 In other words, the votives have been discussed as reflecting concerns appropriate
for the deity and her dedicants.485 Although Hera is later associated with marriage and matters of
a domestic nature,486 Menadier has emphasized that the Hera being worshiped in the context of
sites like Perachora and the Argive Heraion was not necessarily the Panhellenic version of the
goddess, and may have fulfilled a more site-specific array of functions for the local
populations.487 At various Hera cults, the range of gifts deemed appropriate for dedication is
broad, and scholars have placed emphasis on the fact that the dedications fall into multiple
categories in classifications of suitability.488 For instance, scholars have interpreted dedications
from the upper terrace that are of a personal character as examples of individual wealth and
status, as well as indicators of personal ties between the dedicator and the deity.489 Approaching
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these finds as imports, personal items, and deity-appropriate dedications places the emphasis on
different facets of value ascribed to the objects.
The effect of these influences is clear in the treatment of the ivories from Perachora; the
assemblage is extensive, representing one of the largest collections of these materials found in
Greece.490 A range of types is represented, but the assemblage consists predominantly of small
votives of a personal nature; a number of the ivory and bone votives from Perachora are circular
seals with engraved, intaglio design on both sides.491 The distribution of the seals is noteworthy,
as votives made from ivory are primarily concentrated in deposits from the upper terrace, with
only one example of an ivory seal being found in the lower terrace, and come from
predominantly from clusters within the Protocorinthian Strata.492 The seals have been identified
by Stubbings as having a better character and sharper finish than counterparts dedicated at other
sanctuaries in the Peloponnese.493 As a result, the seals, which are predominantly
Protocorinthian, are thought to have been manufactured in Corinth and dedicated by Corinthians
as personal trinkets converted to votives.494
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A number of other votives of a personal nature that were made from bone and ivory were
found, including rings and pendants.495 Similar to the seals, the spectacle fibulae and bone
fibulae were found predominantly in deposits on the upper terrace and also date to the
Protocorinthian period.496 The spectacle fibulae were made of thin plates with incised
decoration, and the bone fibulae were decorated using amber; the fine nature of these examples,
as well as the quantity, is interpreted as an indicator of the wealth of dedications being invested
in the sanctuary by Corinthians in the late 8th century B.C.497 The number of small personal
votives in the Archaic period has also been interpreted as reflecting a different dedicatory
practice than that of the Classical period.498 Scholars have suggested that there was a decline in
votives after the Archaic period, arguing that the phenomenon may reflect a broader shift in
religious practices.499 Although the same change in dedicatory practices is apparent in other
Greek sanctuaries, the association of materials and deposits at Perachora with extensive building
projects in the late Classical period, may provide additional insight into the on-gong maintenance
and practices at the site. However, the change is commonly seen as evidence for the changing
role of Greek sanctuaries for the polis with a shift away from displays of status at rural centers.500
Similar analysis has been conducted with respect to the scarabs, which have been interpreted
as evidence for the growing significance of exchange networks, navigation, and imports.501 The
majority of scarabs from Perachora were made of a paste and covered in glaze; the nature of the
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composition, the presence of incomprehensible hieroglyphs, and the small number of steatite
examples were all taken as indicators of production predominantly outside Egypt.502 In initial
interpretations, the production center was identified as being possibly at Naucratis or Rhodes,
with production with the intention of export.503 However, Skuse has recently suggested that,
while some examples included common symbols, royal names and titles, and divine titles, the
objects are predominantly copies of Egyptian goods that were possibly produced locally, or in
Corinth.504
Despite the difficulty in establishing the origin of various votives, the nature of the finds
continues to inform interpretations of cult practices and the reasons for dedication. Thus, it has
been proposed that the votives at Perachora demonstrate strong connections to Hera as a goddess
for domestic concerns and as a protector for sailors, or objects specific to the dedicant’s concerns
such as chthonic practices, oracular needs, or initiatory rites. Whether or not the goods are
foreign imports, local imitations, or objects produced specifically for dedication at Perachora, the
nature of the finds suggests the engagement of the sanctuary in a complex social and cultural
system.
Much like the analysis of the foreign goods, the focus on interregional exchange is driven by
an interest in identifying the function of dedications within the sanctuary. Although the presence
of multiple spheres of influence at the sanctuary remains contested, it is widely accepted that the
dedications at Perachora cannot be analyzed solely with respect to Corinthian developments and
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influences.505 As outlined previously, debates over the origin of practices and worshipers at
Perachora often center on the Corinthian versus Argive parties, both as dedicants and as
producers of votives. The association of Perachora with Corinth is a tie thought to be reflected
by the presence of predominantly Corinthian votives, but interpretations of influence from Argos
focus on the presence of specific votives within the larger sanctuary assemblage, or the presence
of items typical in an assemblage relevant to Hera.506
Scholars have placed a great deal of emphasis on the similarities between the assemblages
found at the Argive Heraion and the Heraion at Perachora; the similarity in sanctuary
assemblages at the two sanctuaries to Hera have been interpreted as evidence that the sanctuaries
had shared practices and functions, particularly in the 8th century B.C., when the cult was
founded.507 In the analysis of the small finds dating to the 7th century B.C., Dunbabin argued it
was difficult to distinguish between bronzes, pins, fibulae and other types at the Argive Heraion
and Perachora, especially when attempting to isolate those of Argive and Corinthian
production.508 In addition to the similarity of the types of finds, the earliest deposits at the cult
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center include a number of Argive imports.509 Key evidence used to discuss this connection
comes from the materials in the Geometric Deposit, which contained votives of Argive origin,
including pottery, seals, koulouria (votive cakes) made of clay, and terracotta model buildings.510
Other materials of Argive origin include a selection of terracotta figurines; a common type from
Perachora is the figurine of the goddess, which has been compared to similar examples from the
Argive Heraion and from the Heroon of the crossroads in Corinth.511 However, particular
objects have received more attention than others, such as the terracotta koulouria and the
architectural building models.512 As a result of the focus on a selection of objects, the deposition
of these objects and their contextual association remains underexplored. In addition, the
stratigraphy has been used less than the finds in reconstructions of the dedicatory and religious
practices associated with the early phases of site occupation.
The cross-comparison of the finds from Argos and Perachora reflects a broader interest in
establishing the connections between the two centers. Similarities in cult practices at the Argive
Heraion and the Heraion at Perachora, posited based on similarities in dedicatory practices, have
been used to suggest that various cult practices at Perachora may have originated from Argos.513
For instance, the architectural models found in the Geometric Deposit at Perachora also have
comparanda from the Argive Heraion and Samian Heraion; the association of the type with Hera
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sanctuaries has been attributed to the deity’s affinity with the home.514 The objects have been
used as evidence in interpretations of the early phases of cult development at the site and the
identification of Argive influence.515 The development of the Geometric apsidal temple has
received a great deal of scholarly attention that is beyond the scope of this analysis.516 However,
it is worth noting that in discussions of the elliptical building type in relation to other examples
from the Geometric period, interpretations often draw on the significance of the type as a
dedication at Perachora.517 For instance, the remains of an apsidal building near the Temple of
Aphaia on Aegina are identified as a sanctuary of the “Perachora house type,” which suggests the
familiarity of the model for discussing Geometric architecture.518
Scholars acknowledge that the link between Argos and the site of Perachora is supported by
the fact that Argos facilitated the spread of Hera cult to various locations, including Samos and
Poseidonia.519 As a result, the votives of Argive origin have caused some scholars to associate
their presence with the control of Perachora as part of Argive territory.520 In other words, the
votives have been used to support arguments that Argos had a role in the development of the cult
center, at least in respect to the cult practices.521 Particularly in the Geometric period, the
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ceramics are discussed as predominately Corinthian with strong connections to Argos.522 In
other interpretations, the presence of Argive materials has caused scholars to propose Argive
influence rather than control—such as the possibility of dedicants visiting from Argos and the
production of votives in Argos specifically for dedication at Perachora.523
However, reevaluations of the evidence have prompted a reconsideration of the origin of
some of these objects, and scholars have attributed the production of a number of finds once
attributed to Argos to Corinth. The terracotta models, which were originally attributed to Argive
production centers and interpreted as evidence for the founding of the cult at Perachora by
Argives,524 have also been attributed to manufacturing in Corinth on the basis of style and
fabric.525 In this light, the Argive imports and the local production of Argive types, particularly
those dating to the Archaic period, has been interpreted as evidence for trade and exchange, both
of goods and concepts, between Argos and Corinth.526 Some scholars have proposed that the
Corinthian wares may have been dedicated by Megarian worshipers,527 but this hypothesis has
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been largely dismissed and replaced by the argument for Corinthian control from the founding of
the sanctuary until its abandonment.528
The changing role of the remote location throughout the history of the sanctuary has also
been a point of interest. Perachora has been identified as a place of refuge on the basis of
Xenophon’s account in which the areas inhabitants took refuge in the sanctuary during the war
between Sparta and Corinth (Hellenika 4.5.5–6).529 The passage refers to the conflict in 390
B.C., during the Corinthian War, when the Spartan army was advancing through the region.530
In particular, the account has been used to support the importance of the site for Corinth as a
buffer against threats and a foothold for exchange networks, as was addressed in respect to the
issue of control of the region.531 Morgan has argued that this reference can be taken to refer to a
specific role of the sanctuary during turmoil, rather than the sanctuaries typical, or standard
function.532 The function of sanctuaries as places of refuge has mention throughout the ancient
literature, and the practice has been discussed in greater depth in regard to broader analysis of the
role of sanctuaries in Greek social and cultural systems.533 The site of Perachora on the
promontory was associated with this account by Xenophon as early as the analysis by Leake.534
It is also on the basis of this account that the area of Peiraion is established as being extremely
useful to the Corinthians, making it a target for Agesilaus.535 According to Xenophon, when the
area was threatened by Agesilaus, the citizens retreated to the nearby Heraeum (possibly
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Perachora) and surrendered there.536 The text has also influenced the identification of other
features on the Perachora peninsula, such as the circular collecting tank excavated by
Tomlinson.537
These interpretations reflect how approaches to the votive assemblage from Perachora are
often driven by concerns with the place of the sanctuary in a broader historical context. I address
these concerns here as they have informed the state of the evidence for the named deposits at
Perachora. However, my analysis of maintenance does not address the association of the
sanctuary with other centers, like Argos and Corinth, but focuses on the implications of
deposition for understanding Perachora specific practices. Considering such affiliations would
necessitate conducting depositional analysis for sanctuaries throughout these regions in order to
conduct cross-comparison of the depositional and maintenance practices occurring across various
sanctuaries.
4.2.2. Establishing Cult Activities: The Form and Function of Finds
Interpretations of the materials at Perachora have been informed by the reconstruction of
specific cult practices. Finds are attributed various functions based on their form, ranging from
the association of phialai with oracular and dining practices to the attribution of select votives,
such as fibulae, scarabs, and other small finds, as personal objects appropriate for dedication to
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Hera. Unfortunately, the association of form and function in the analysis of votives utilizes
depositional context while divorcing the deposits and associated assemblages from the broader
consideration of the site’s depositional history. I address the association of activities and activity
areas with votive deposits and assemblages here as this is critical to contextualizing the
application of my methodology.
Although references to Perachora or the sanctuary of Hera Akraia in the literary record are
limited and difficult to associate with the site, several ancient sources have informed
interpretations of the material record in relation to reconstructions of the function of the
sanctuary in antiquity. 538 Owing to the association of the site with a passage in Strabo (8.6.22),
Perachora has received attention as a possible oracular location, which has impacted
interpretations of the deposits and finds.539 The passage makes reference to an oracle in
association with a Heraion and Hera Akraia, and has been interpreted by a number of scholars as
referring to the cult at Perachora.540 The identification has promoted the reconstruction of
oracular practices at Perachora.541 Although there is no clear understanding of the function or
location of the oracle on the basis of the literary sources or the excavation of the site, there are
votives with inscriptions to Hera Akraia from Perachora and scholars have inferred that a number
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of the dedications may have been made in conjunction with the consultation of the oracle.542
However, the late date of Strabo’s reference and the lack of additional references to the oracle in
the literary sources make it difficult to establish the practices and dedications associated with the
oracle, causing some scholars to suggest that the significance of the oracle was not widespread
and may have had predominantly local importance.543
A number of ex-votos are discussed by scholars as evidence for the chthonian character of
the Hera cult at Perachora.544 Hera is not typically associated with chthonic rites, and some
scholars have proposed that the element is a result of the oracular function of the site.545
Similarly, interpretations of architecture and the associated deposits reflect an interest in
identifying the location of the oracle in the valley. Several interpretations of the archaeological
record were driven by the desire to locate the oracle within the site, but two early interpretations
set the precedent for classifying materials as evidence for oracular practices: 1) the notion that
objects (predominately bronze phiale) were deposited in the Sacred Pool in association with
hydromantic divination; 2) offerings to the dead were made on the hearth in the Temple to Hera
Limenia in association with necromantic divination.546 These interpretations were proposed by
Dunbabin and Will, respectively, and are of note due to the impact they have had on a number of
approaches to deposits and assemblages at the site, even those set on refuting these claims.
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Dunbabin suggests that the Sacred Pool may have been linked to divination on the basis of
the deposition of a large assemblage of bronze phialai.547 He proposes that the objects were
thrown into the water and a oracular response was derived from whether the object floated or
sank.548 While the phialai deposited in the Sacred Pool are widely accepted as connected with
cult practices, the interpretations of the cause behind the deposition of the objects remain
varied.549 The poorly understood deposition in the pool has led to the use and dismissal of
various interpretations of the deposit, particularly when using the literary sources to reconstruct
activities occurring at the site. In the initial interpretation of the Sacred Pool on the upper
terrace, Payne argued that the vessels were used for ritual ablution in association with entry in
the Temple of Hera Limenia,550 while Dunbabin later proposed that the vessels were for libations
associated with both the temple and oracle.551 The earliest and latest dates represented by the
assemblage span approximately 200 years, and roughly 200 examples were represented causing
Dunbabin to tentatively suggest an annual, reoccurring practices associated with the deposition
of the phialai.552 He argues that the phiale were offerings associated with divination about the
fortune of navigation, possibly for an entire season, drawing links between the architecture, the
deposit, the finds and broader concerns about the function of the site in respect to trade and
exchange.553
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An alternative interpretation of oracular practices at Perachora is proposed by Will, who
suggests that the oracle is associated with necromancy and the burning of offerings.554 Will
argues against Dunbabin’s association of the oracle with the Sacred Pool and phiale, noting that
in order for the oracle to function there would need to be a margin of uncertainty in relation to
the outcome. Furthermore, he argues that one of the main issues with Dunbabin’s interpretation
of the oracle is that there is no case to attribute the function of throwing a phiale into a pool as
oracularly significant.555 Thus, he proposes that the deposition of the votives in the pool, rather
than the sea, would be problematic.556 Instead, Will associates the oracle with the act of
sacrificing in the Temple of Hera Limenia.557 Shifting the focus of the oracle places emphasis
not on the Sacred Pool and the associated deposit, but on the hearth and associated assemblages
on the upper terrace.558 Thus, the spits found in deposits at the site and the function of the
structure are attributed greater significance through association with oracular practices. Will
goes on to draw a connection between the oracle at Perachora and Herodotus’s account of the
consultation of the spirit of Melissa (Hdt. 5.92) and the burial of the children of Medea in a
sanctuary of Hera.559 Will’s association of the temple with oracular practices has been adopted
by Novaro Lefèvre, who argues that while it is impossible to settle on the specificities of cult and
oracular practices, the necromantic context is probable and supports the reasoning for the type of
finds represented at the site.560
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Several scholars have refuted the association of specific evidence, such as the phialai from
the Sacred Pool and the hearth, with the oracle; scholars have also critiqued the association of the
oracle with the Temple of Hera Limenia on the upper terrace, instead linking the oracle to the
lower terrace and the Temple of Hera Akraia.561 Salmon argues that the oracle was likely
associated with the lower terrace and uses this to further support his argument for the presence of
a temple in this area from the Geometric down through the Archaic period.562 He proposes that
the votives that were possibly linked to the oracle are the koulouria and terracotta models, both
of which are found predominantly on the lower terrace in the Geometric Deposit.563 Other
alternative proposals have been made for the association of the oracle with the lower terrace, like
Lisle’s argument that the holes in the walls of the Temple of Hera Akraia functioned to make the
deity “speak” throughout the temple.564 Menadier proposes that a chamber, possibly an adyton,
which was added to the west room within the Temple of Hera Akraia during 4th century B.C.
renovations, was associated with the oracle, particularly as it is an architectural anomaly.565
Centering the practices associated with the oracle on the lower terrace and the Temple of Hera
Akraia has also been used to propose that the area to the north of the altar and the theatral
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staircase may have served an oracular function.566 In other words, the theatral staircase
associated with the altar of Hera Akraia may have served as a seating area for viewing the rituals,
such as burnt offerings and libations, made in association with the oracle and worship of the
deity.567 This attribution of various objects and deposits to the oracle has directly impacted
interpretations of the evidence from both terraces.568
Other interpretations use the evidence in a similar manner, but to support different
interpretations of the sanctuaries function. For instance, scholars have also argued that
Perachora is the sanctuary referenced in Herodotus’ account on the basis of its potential function
as an initiatory location.569 The association of the account with Perachora has been used to
explain the nature of dedications, which were predominantly personal adornments, by drawing
comparisons between elements such as the assemblage and the account of the dedication of such
items in the consultation of Melissa.570 In this account, the Heraion is the location at which
Periander assembled the women to give offerings to his dead wife.571 For Menadier, the
association of Perachora with this passage is supported by the rural location of the sanctuary, as
well as the oracular and chthonic practices that were occurring at the site.572 De Polignac argued
that the location was appropriate for a rural sanctuary dedicated to Hera as a place marking both
territorial and conceptual thresholds, such as the transition from one territory to another and from
adolescence to adulthood.573 Additional finds attributed significance on the basis of an
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association with initiatory practices are arrowheads, ivory flutes, and sickles.574 The connections
between the personal nature of dedications and the placement of the sacred center removed from
the city are seen as making sense if the sanctuary had a prominent role in initiatory practices
associated with Corinthian adolescents.575 The association has been used to further explain the
significance of the sanctuary for the city of Corinth due to connections to prominent families.576
Similarly, discussions of the association of the cult with Hera have informed interpretations
of the cult materials. Some objects, like koulouria, have been emphasized as characteristic of
Corinthian cults, while others, like the terracotta building models, have been highlighted as
exclusive to specific cults associated with Hera, like the Argive Heraion.577 On the other hand,
the association of the cult with Hera and the presence of increasing concentrations of pins and
jewelry in the 7th century B.C. have been interpreted as indicative of the presence of a larger
population of worshipers, specifically women.578 Despite recognition of the multifaceted
meaning linked to dedications and the critique of some practices as too difficult to reconstruct,
specific themes continue to inform the use of the evidence in reconstructions of the function of
the religious center.
Although not discussed extensively as evidence of individual dedications, ceramics are worth
considering here as these materials are the main evidence used to argue for the reconstruction of
specific occupation phases and associated activities at the sanctuary; in addition, Payne’s
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comparison of assemblages from the deposits was influenced by his interest in using ceramics to
create a better understanding of early cultural developments in the Corinthia.579 As a result, the
ceramics from the site have been discussed extensively, particularly in respect to the
development of Corinthian wares; other wares of interest represented at the site include Attic,
East Greek, and Etruscan bucchero.580 The growing interest in the development and continuity
of cult practices at Perachora is evident in the cross comparison of ceramics from the two
terraces.581 In particular, several investigations have focused on the relative chronology between
the Geometric Deposit and the Limenia Deposit as a means of informing our understanding of
the relationship between the two areas and the development of the cult center and cult practices
over time.582 Interpretations have focused on identifying ceramic shapes and motifs found in
both deposits as a means of establishing a chronological framework for the practices occurring at
the site.583 The fact that some of the latest ceramics in the Geometric Deposit have slight overlap
with the earliest examples in the Limenia Deposit has been used to suggest the closing and
opening of the deposits at a similar time.584 The date of the “opening” of the Geometric Deposit
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has been attributed to the early Middle Geometric II (800–750 B.C.), a date also used to suggest
a Corinthian “take-over” of the area.585
In respect to ceramics, the large corpus and its subdivisions are too extensive to review in
their entirety here, but a survey of the discussion of ceramics in relation to feasting and dining at
the sanctuary provides a basic understanding of interpretations of the function of select forms
and assemblages at the site.586 Within the corpus of material in the Geometric Deposit, the
earliest examples are drinking vessels that were manufactured locally and were deposited along
with the other votives.587 The earliest Geometric ceramics from Perachora are Corinthian wares
dated by Dunbabin to c. 850 B.C. using comparanda from graves in Corinth and Attica.588 The
black skyphoi cups dating to the first half of the 8th century B.C. are among the most common
shape represented.589 Other early examples include two dark-glaze cups with single upright
handles,590 two black-glaze protokotyle,591 and a conical oinochoe.592 The large number and
standardized nature of the vessels has been interpreted as indicative of the use of the vessels for
feasting; Dunbabin even suggests that the absence of large vases from the early Geometric period
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are looked at within a preset historical framework.
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reflects the preference for dedicating smaller ceramics, particularly drinking vessels, in
association with feasting practices.593
Despite providing insight into the cult practices, the finds from the Geometric period, and
particularly the Geometric Deposit, are described by Dunbabin as unremarkable.594 The nature
of the ceramics and the lack of imported votives are contrasted with the wealth and variety of
later dedicatory practices at the sanctuary; the juxtaposition of the assemblages places emphasis
on the “provincial” early characterization of the sacred center and the subsequent growth of the
sanctuary.595 Despite the comparison of the assemblages from the two terraces in reconstructions
of the continuity of dining practices, the evidence for deposition of dining equipment and other
ceramics from various named deposits remains poorly understood.
A similar juxtaposition of the function of finds has developed in the analysis of the
concentration of bronze phiale from the Sacred Pool, with scholars interpreting the vessels as
having a ritual function, possibly associated with dining or libations.596 Tomlinson argued that
while the deposit from the Sacred Pool is linked to the near-by structure, classified by others as
the temple, that the feature is a dining room and the phiale are likely to be discarded banqueting
equipment.597 Thus, the ceramics and other vessels in deposits throughout the upper terrace have
become the focus of discussions of dining activities.
Perachora has also been addressed in discussions of the import of Hera cult in the region of
the Corinthia and surrounding areas. Discussions of the cult in respect to the literary sources
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inevitably mention the issue of the creation of the city’s mythic past.598 The extensive
scholarship on the rewriting of the mythic history of Corinth is beyond the scope of this work;
however, the founding of the sanctuary of Perachora has been discussed in relation to these
developments.599 Although only surviving in fragments, the writing of Eumelos facilitated a
rewriting of the mythic history of Corinth in the 8th century B.C.600 The myth places emphasis
on the founder’s ties to the Bacchaids, creating a mythic right to rule for the city.601 The
Bacchaids have been tied to the rule of the peninsula of Perachora starting in the 8th century
B.C.602 In addition, the sanctuary has been linked to a mythic past due to the role of the Heraion
in the accounts of the myth of Medea and her children.603 Both Euripides (Medea 1378–83) and
Pausanias (2.3.6–11) note that the children were buried within the temenos of the temple of Hera
Akraia and received honors there.604 The identification of the sanctuary at Perachora as the one
referred to in these texts is a concept explored by various scholars.605 Although the sacred center
mentioned in the texts is often attributed to Corinth instead, the possible link to Perachora
informs the significance attributed to the site in respect to cult practices.606 Menadier outlines
how the association of the tomb of Medea’s children at Perachora would have impacted the rites
and practices carried out at Perachora, proposing that the basic structure was that of initiatory
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rites and that the practices may have been associated with the West Court on the lower terrace.607
In this interpretation, the rites would have included the housing of youths at the sanctuary for a
period of time, and would have reinforced the ties between the site and Corinth.608
4.3. Concluding Remarks
While the act of deposition as a form of site maintenance can be approached independently
from several of the concerns outlined herein, these interests have had a distinct impact on the
present understanding of named deposits and assemblages from Perachora. In this chapter, I
have reviewed the influence of various interests, including an interest in cultural affiliation,
dedicatory practices, cult activities and development, economic networks, and social institutions,
on the discussion of Perachora in the broader scholarship. In addition to covering the range of
the scholarship impacting our understanding of cult practices at Perachora, the survey provides
the groundwork for accessing deposition at the site by grouping together varied interpretations of
the evidence.
As the review of the scholarship has shown, the focus in the analysis of the deposits and
architecture has been on reconstructing the cult practices associated with the sanctuary, with
particular emphasis on what the evidence can tell us about cult practices, or territorial control of
the region.609 These interpretations often selectively fit deposits and assemblages into a narrative
in an attempt to better understand the function of the cult center and cult practices. The accounts
further reflect the considerable difficulties in attributing significance to votives and votive
practices and then linking this to the objects’ potential use life, or deposition within the

607

Menadier 1995, pp. 88–89, 91, 192.
Menadier 1995, pp. 193–194; Morgan 1994, p. 129.
609
Dunbabin 1948, 1951; Hammond 1954; Morgan 1994; Novaro Lefèvre 2000; Salmon 1972;
Sinn 1990; Will 1953.
608

147

archaeological record. The various links drawn between deposits, cult activities, and the literary
sources show how the evidence can support numerous hypotheses. Unfortunately, deposition has
been used by scholars to argue for or against reconstructions on the basis of individual research
interests, rather than to address deposition as a valid subject in its own right.610 My methodology
rectifies this issue by addressing deposition first and then using the material evidence to
hypothesize about the different maintenance practices occurring at Perachora.

610

Dunbabin 1951, pp. 61–71; Morgan 1990, p. 134; Salmon 1972, pp. 165–168; Tomlinson
1988, pp. 167–171, 1990, pp. 95–101.
148

Chapter 5. Dealing with Legacy Data: The Archaeological Evidence for Perachora
5.1. Introduction
In this chapter, I review the archival material on Perachora with a view to detailing which
records are available for a reassessment of deposits and the methods for dealing with the legacy
data. This is a necessary step in my analysis because the archival material, while utilized
extensively by various researchers, has not been evaluated as part of a study focused on the
reconstruction of site stratigraphy and deposition.611 My critical review of the available legacy
data explores the advantages that the reconsideration of deposition provides, as well as the
unexplored potential of the evidence for Perachora. By first accessing the state of the record for
Perachora and presenting the background research on these materials, I facilitate transparency in
how I apply low-, medium-, and high-level analysis in this dissertation, as well as encourage the
utilization of the constructed data set in the pursuit of other high-end research interests. While
focusing on providing the foundation for the reconstruction of the depositional evidence for
Perachora in Part II, my review of the state of the evidence also contextualizes my case study in
the broader discussion of problems typical for legacy data from excavations in Europe in the
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early 1900s by addressing the issues of tracking down and analyzing the archival material; it is
within this context that I address the impact of several key figures on the documentation,
publication, and state of the evidence.
The primary published data, including the supplementary excavations, provides more
information for the occupation phases and architecture than for the stratigraphy from the named
votive deposits, making it easier to reconsider the discussion of the evidence in relation to the
broader areas than individual deposits. Reexaminations of the evidence from Perachora,
including the archival materials, have stressed the limitations set by the poor state of the
record,612 arguing that it is difficult to reassess aspects of the stratigraphy at the site.613 This is
partially a product of the fact that reconsiderations of the evidence from the archival material
have been focused on specific interests, like foreign imports and the 6th century B.C. phase of
occupation at the site, and less on the documentation of the stratigraphy and the insights this
provides into excavation methods.614 My review of the record starts with pre-excavation
references because what remains were visible at the site pre-dating Payne’s work impact not only
our understanding of the state of the record for Perachora, but also Payne’s approach to the
excavation of the site. I also consider the people who excavated and published this site, namely
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Payne, Dunbabin, John Pendlebury, and Blakeway, because their careers and premature deaths
had a serious impact on the production of the primary data set for Perachora. By analyzing the
factors that impacted the excavation, documentation, and publication of the evidence, I establish
how interpretations of the stratigraphy and deposits at the site developed over time and why
some of Payne’s observations were never published.
My treatment of the primary and supplementary excavations, as well as the archival materials
groups the evidence by excavation season. Thus, the review of the stratigraphy at Perachora here
follows the chronological subdivisions and phasing set out by the excavators and subsequent
interpreters, while highlighting associations that inform our understanding of deposition. Doing
so highlights differences in original documentation versus synthesized evidence, a point that is
fully considered in Part II.
5.2. Preexisting Data Sets: The State of the Record for Perachora
The subject of legacy data has received growing attention due to awareness of the need to
identify and mitigate the loss of documentation and knowledge that is inherent in working with
past excavations; discussions have sought to establish standards allowing for the application of
new approaches to previously accumulated data sets.615 Understanding the state of the record for
a preexisting corpus of materials from a specific site necessitates understanding who conducted
the original research and for what purpose, establishing the methods of excavation and
documentation, and identifying how archival materials are housed and preserved; only then can
one determine how this information can facilitate the use of legacy data in the reevaluation of
interpretations for a site. While archaeological reviews of the state of the scholarship typically

615

Allison 2008. The subject has been discussed extensively in archaeology in respect to data
management and transparency in digitally stored and accumulated data. See, for instance,
Holdaway et al. 2018.
151

address these elements when determining the nature of the evidence, they provide less insight
into some aspects of the data set, such as excavation methods, systems of documentation, and
data curation. Compiling the available documentation for Perachora using the legacy data is the
only way to provide a framework for understanding the gaps in documentation, as well as
determining how these gaps impact our understanding of depositional practices at the site.
Understanding the state of the evidence is important for any reinvestigation, but it is
particularly pertinent in the analysis of sites excavated in the early twentieth century as elements
beyond just the state of the discipline impacted the preservation of knowledge and
documentation in respect to these early excavations.616 Aside from engaging with a rapidly
changing understanding of the objective of the archaeological discipline and the significance of
archaeological context, numerous archaeologists and excavations were impacted by the onset of
WWI and WWII, which had a decisive impact on the dissemination of data in the field of
archaeology.617 As a result of both breaks in excavations and deaths in conjunction with these
wars, there was inevitably a loss of knowledge, as well as physical documentation, for several
archaeological sites in Greece.618 In addition, data recording procedures have changed
drastically, not only in respect to the way context is identified, but in regard to the speed and
extent of excavation, as well as the amount and nature of the notes being taken.619 In a period
where personally amassed knowledge of the landscape, sites, and objects was prolific, the
tendency to “know” things about a site without recording the evidence substantiating the claim
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was commonplace.620 Knowledge and documentation did not always coincide, leaving
subsequent scholars to rely on their personal knowledge of colleagues’ thought processes and
interpretations when not everything was written down.621 In addition, the broadening of the field
has made knowledge of individual practices and mindsets less common. The state of the
evidence for Perachora must be understood in the light of the consideration specific events,
activities, and figures impacting the documentation available for the site.
The initial phase of the primary excavations at Perachora was directed by Payne,622 while the
completion of the primary excavations and publications were undertaken by Blakeway and
Dunbabin.623 Although the first manuscript was almost complete by 1935, Payne’s death in 1936
put a halt to the finalization of the publication; due to the work of his successors, Perachora I
went to press in 1937, but the war resulted in the delay of the publication until 1940.624
Dunbabin was a major player facilitating the publication of the first volume, and he organized
the study of the excavation materials for the second volume; however, he died of cancer in 1955
prior to the completion of the work, which was not published until 1962.625 Martin Robertson,
who was involved in the publication of the materials from 1936 onwards, outlines the difficulties
faced in the completion of the work in the preface, highlighting how the state of the volume
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cannot be divorced from the loss of its major contributors.626 Even after the publication of the
first two volumes, evidence originally intended to be addressed as part of a third excavation
volume was left unpublished; the solidification of the second excavation volume prompted the
consideration of what to do about the remaining unpublished evidence. Tomlinson and Coulton,
along with various other team members, undertook the publication of these portions of the site
and used supplementary excavations to clarify various elements as part of their analysis.627
The excavations at the Heraion focused on uncovering the extant archaeological remains
contained within the Heraeum valley, but the two primary excavation volumes focus on the
evidence for the religious center and associated artifacts and features.628 Payne had intended to
publish all aspects of the site, and the state of the existing volumes was impacted by his early
death.629 Furthermore, others extensive work with the archival records as part of the publications
and supplementary excavations means the archival records are not in a state that reflects Payne’s
initial organization of the evidence.630
While the archival record does not present a comprehensive picture of the excavation
methods employed or the stratigraphy at the site, it provides extensive insight into the impact of
Payne’s death on the presentation and structuring of the evidence due to knowledge lost as a
result of the manner of documentation. These discrepancies are particularly evident when
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tracing the use of certain naming mechanisms and their impact on our understanding of the
subsequent stratigraphy at the site. Different monikers were used for deposits and areas during
excavations, museum analysis, and the drafting of the manuscript for the first excavation volume,
which resulted in conflation and a lack of complete correlation for individual deposits in the
subsequent scholarship. The full-exposure excavation style and the sparse documentation of the
deposits at Perachora caused scholars to focus on reexamining the extant architectural remains
and material assemblages rather than the stratigraphy.631 However, I argue that an in-depth
understanding of the production of the archival materials allows for correlations to be drawn
about the named deposits that inform our understanding of deposition and site maintenance at
Perachora.
5.3. The Legacy Data: Documentation in the Publications and Archival Materials
My systematic survey and analysis of the legacy data from Perachora, which I conduct in
Part II, necessitates establishing an overview of the evidence from the site, including, whenever
possible, information on aspects impacting our understanding of the state of the record ranging
from excavation methods to references to documentation that is not extant in the archival
records. For the sake of this study, the documentation of Perachora as an archaeological site can
be roughly divided into four major groupings: 1) antiquarian and early archaeological mentions,
2) archival materials from excavations, 3) primary and secondary excavation
reports/publications, and 4) the subsequent scholarship and interpretations drawing on legacy
data. Reviewing the evidence in respect to these categories provides a framework for addressing
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the state of the scholarship and allows me to establish what aspects make my methodology
fruitful for reexamining the site.
5.3.1. Visibility and Disturbances: Pre-Excavation References to Perachora
Early mentions of Perachora as an archaeological site inform our understanding of the nature of
the site prior to the investigations undertaken by Payne, as well as help establish how these
perceptions informed his excavation methods.632
A number of visitors were drawn to Perachora on the basis of the association with the site
with the cult of Hera Akraia.633 Early travelers and scholars discussing the site include Colonel
William Leake,634 Émile Puilon Boblaye/Monsieur le capitaine Dutroyat,635 Phillipe le Bas,636
Peter Forchhammer,637 Conrad Bursian,638 Emile Isambert,639 Felix Bölte,640 Charles
Robinson,641 and William Dinsmoor.642 Not only did antiquarian interest in Perachora serve as
an impetus for Payne’s investigation into the site, but it also helped frame how the site was
perceived and approached in these initial excavations.643 However, these accounts have limited
impact on our understanding of deposition at the site; as a result, my review here only references
accounts that provide mentions of the visible remains and disturbances at the site.
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Elements visible at Perachora in the early nineteenth century include large blocks,
foundations, terracing walls, tombs and cisterns, architectural elements, and surface finds
including pottery sherds.644 In 1843, Le Bas cites the presence of east-west foundations, which
he identifies as a temple to Hera Akraia; his discussion of the temple foundations is the first
concrete account of the presence of a temple at Perachora.645 Although his map of the area has
been noted as problematic, it provides points of reference for a number of walls and features at
Perachora that were already exposed and were discussed as being excavated by Payne.646
Forchhammer denotes several walls on the lower terrace, including one to the east of the chapel
that was no longer extant by the time of excavations.647 There is no direct discussion of the
disturbance of the site in the modern era, but several accounts from early travelers suggest there
was activity on the promontory toward the end of the nineteenth century that resulted in
disturbances; for instance, the construction of the lighthouse in 1897 would have prompted
clearing and leveling in the area of the acropolis.648 It is only ten years later that Bölte gives an
account of surface finds at the site, proposing that the visible sherds, dating from the 8th down
through the end of the 5th century B.C., were disturbed by construction, as well as illicit
digging.649 Additional mentions of illicit digging and disturbances are documented in Corinth
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Field Notebook No. 59,650 which records the account of Dinsmoor, who visited the site, along
with several other members of the Corinth excavations, in the early twentieth century.651 He
noted that illicit digging in the areas surrounding the valley had uncovered a number of
Corinthian sherds that were collected by the team and also documented a column drum near the
lighthouse; these reference confirm the disturbance of some of the deposits in the valley.652
Digging in the area to the east, along the upper terrace, had also partially uncovered the
rectangular cistern later identified by Payne.653 In addition, in the plateau of the valley, which
Dinsmoor describes as “obviously artificial but filled with earth,” a “trench” had been dug; this
likely refers to one of the large open areas associated with the Geometric, Akraia, or Limenia
votive deposits and is indicative of disturbance prior to Payne’s excavations.654 It is inevitable
that these disturbances impacted the stratigraphy and deposits at Perachora; however, the
accounts also reflect how the growing visibility of the archaeological record contributed to an
interest in the site as a potential location for excavation.
5.3.2. Excavations at Perachora: From 1930–1936
The excavations at Perachora were conducted under the auspices of the British School at
Athens.655 Payne first visited Perachora in November of 1929, shortly after being appointed as
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the school’s director.656 His decision to excavate at Perachora was partially driven by
antiquarian interest in the site as the probable location of an “oracle-temple” dedicated to Hera
Akraia.657 Payne was aware of this identification put forward by earlier visitors to Perachora; his
treatment of the issue in the primary publication reflects his interest in the site as an early
sanctuary significant for understanding the development of religious practices in the region.658
However, his selection of the site was also influenced by his graduate work, which centered on
the study of the early development of Protocorinthian and Corinthian pottery on the mainland.659
Among the large concentrations of ceramics, Payne was able to identify and documented a
number of Protocorinthian and Corinthian sherds on the surface during his preliminary
exploration of the site.660 These factors would influence the structuring of his analysis from the
two terraces.661
Payne planned to conduct one season of excavation in 1930, but the nature of the finds
resulted in the continuation of the systematic investigation of the site over four excavation
seasons (1930–1933), followed by a clean-up and conservation season in 1934, and

656

BSA 1928–1930, p. 282; Patrick 2008a.
BSA 1928–1930, p. 286.
658
Payne 1940, pp. 16–20.
659
BSA 1928–1930, pp. 258, 261, 264, 266–268. Payne’s work included the publication of the
Geometric pottery and other finds from the tombs at Zafer Papoura, near Knossos. The finds
from the excavations were noted as not justifying another season of excavation (Patrick 2008a, p.
311).
660
BSA 1928–1930, p. 261.
661
BSA 1924–1925, p. 338, 1925–1926, p. 259; Payne 1931a; Salmon 1972, pp. 159–160.
Payne’s study of the development of Corinthian wares started with Protocorinthian materials and
spanned down through the Archaic period. Interest in the development of Corinthian wares not
only influenced his choice to investigate the site, but further governed his expectations and
approaches to these materials during excavations. The work on Corinthian ceramics had been his
thesis that was turned into a book; the work on the thesis is discussed by his wife who hints at his
distaste for writing (Payne 1931a; Powell 1943, pp. 31–33).
657

159

supplementary excavation in 1936.662 In 1939, another supplementary excavation was
undertaken in order to clarify some aspects of the site for publication.663 These primary
excavations at Perachora were published in two volumes, which focus on the sacred center and
the identification of major occupation phases and the associated assemblages.664
Payne aimed at completely exposing architecture to its foundations and dating the occupation
phases represented, with a focus on the earlier occupation and the development of the site as a
sacred center.665 One of his main objectives was excavating areas in their entirety, with the
intent of clearing the site of deposits and exposing all occupation phases associated with temple
structures. As a result, the excavation of the valley left little unexplored.
Payne gives a brief survey of the excavation methods in the first chapter of Perachora I.666
However, the overall excavation history at Perachora remains convoluted; the day-to-day
excavation practices at the site and the subsequent analysis of the materials are not well
documented. The factors impacting the evidence for excavation methods and archaeological
evidence at the site are wide ranging. For instance, Payne often wrote in pencil, both in his notes
and on the objects, resulting in archival materials that are difficult to read. In addition, his
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handwriting and notetaking system are difficult to decipher; the notes are often sparse and do not
form a narrative; a great deal of information is documented in a catalogue fashion with drawings
of objects accompanied by brief notes that made sense in the context of Payne’s broader
knowledge of the ongoing excavations. The incorporation of these notes into the final
publications was hindered by Payne’s unexpected death and the onset of the war.667
Despite these limitations, insights into the excavation come from various sources, such as
personal communications, archival materials, the writings of Dilys Powell (Payne’s wife), and
the work of scholars excavating with Payne, as well as those publishing the materials. Various
scholars and students were associated with the dig throughout the excavation, while others
served as specialists consulting on the analysis of the finds from the site; references to the work
of these individuals, as well as their notes from site analysis provide insights into Payne’s
work.668 Key individuals involved in the primary excavation and investigation of the site include
Blakeway, Pendlebury, Dunbabin, and Robertson; I discuss these scholar’s impact on
interpretations of the site, particularly on our understanding of stratigraphy and deposition. By
considering a variety of resources, my review groups the evidence in respect to discussions of the
main objectives and discoveries from each excavation season. While the primary publication
offers a synthesis of the stratigraphy at the site, grouping these descriptions on the basis of
excavation season provides an understanding of how deposits were excavated over time. This
grouping also highlights how areas were isolated as units, providing context for reanalyzing
various aspects of the stratigraphy and deposits at Perachora.
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5.3.2a. 1930 Season
Payne returned to Perachora for the first excavation season from May 2 to June 16, 1930.669
The findings from the 1930 excavation season were submitted as a report from the field, and a
small write up was published in the Illustrated London News.670 The excavations were
conducted with the help of several students; in addition, between 30 to 40 workman were hired
in association with the dig.671 Members of the team acting as specialists included the architect
Piet de Jong, who spent the last three weeks of the season surveying the site and drawing the
architecture and some finds.672 Another key figure was Jannis Katsarakis, who served as the
foreman at the site.673
The excavations conducted in the first season uncovered the deposit on the upper terrace that
would later be classified by Payne as the Limenia Deposit.674 The concentration of votives,
some of which bore inscriptions to Hera, caused the feature to immediately be classified as a
votive deposit.675 No clearly defined structures were isolated on the upper terrace during the first
season of investigations, but the location of the deposit and the high concentration of votive
remains caused Payne to tentatively suggest that the deposit was indicative of the presence a
storage building or treasury, rather than the temple itself.676 Protocorinthian and Corinthian
sherds were found in large quantities this season, but Payne also identified fragments of imports
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including Attic, Boeotian, Laconian, Parian, Rhodian, and Etruscan wares.677 Other objects
mentioned as being found in notable concentrations within the upper layers of the deposit include
ivory fibulae, circular seals, and couchant animals.678 Additional finds included engraved gems
(Geometric and Archaic), a small ivory head of classical style, gold pins, Egyptian scarabs
(roughly 60), a bronze Heracles figurine, and other small bronzes.679
Investigations on the lower terrace uncovered the remains of a temple on the western side of
the terrace.680 The preliminary reports establish that the full extent of the preserved walls and
foundations were traced allowing for measurements and a plan to be taken of the temple.681
Finds found within the structure and documented as being of note included a bronze gorgon head
from a cauldron, and a series of terracotta figurines.682 The nearby “agora” was tentatively
identified on the basis of the discovery of several walls to the south of the 6th century temple;
limitations of time meant the area was not explored and was left for future investigation.683
In summary, the major finds discussed in the publications from the season included the 6th
century temple, additional walls and foundations in the West Court, cisterns, and wealthy votive
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deposits containing bronzes, ivories, and pottery. The site was intended to be fully excavated in
this first season, but the concentration of finds convinced Payne that additional campaigns should
be undertaken.684 The discussion of find context and excavation methods from this season was
extremely limited as no field notebook extensively documents these excavations. Following the
close of the season, for much of the winter and spring (1930–1931), Payne undertook work
studying the finds at the National Museum in Athens.685 During much of the winter, Skeat aided
with the study of the finds.686 There is no evidence of this post-excavation study in the archival
material; no notes are dated or directly attributed to this work, which suggests the documentation
from this analysis was not amassed as part of the archival material for the site.
5.3.2b. 1931 Season
The second season of excavations were undertaken from April 15 to June 7, 1931.687
Students included R.D. Barnett,688 M. Hartley,689 R.H. Jenkins,690 and T.C. Skeat.691 Helping as
foreman for this season was Nikola [no listed last name], who was brought in from Sparta.692
Payne notes that he is indebted to Blakeway and Emily Haspels for their help during this season;
Blakeway spent the summer working with Payne on the ceramics and helped direct the
excavations.693 Haspels spent the time taking a number of photographs.694 One such photograph
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shows Haspels, Blakeway, Payne, and another figure working on washing ceramics, but the full
extent and nature of the photographs taken from this season remains indeterminant as these
images were not utilized in the publications, are not housed in the BSA Archives, and have only
been noted as part of the recent research into the life of Haspels (Fig. 26).695
Powell also joined the excavation for the season; she documents the general ongoings of the
season in two books she wrote after Payne’s death.696 Powell notes that the trenches and
workman, 20 locals from Perachora village, were supervised by Blakeway and the students,
while Payne worked on objects and moved between the trenches.697 Her account also references
the sifting of the dirt, detailing the extensive collection of fragments, with the objective being to
collect all fragments no matter the size or nature of the material.698 Baskets, referred to as
zimbeli, were filled with materials and labeled with provenance in order to be examined later,
while trays were filled with finds and hand-picked sherds established as significant by the
excavators.699 Her accounts outline how Payne spent his days at Perachora concentrating on
washing (with acid) and sorting the ceramics.700 In the evenings, he labelled, noted, and packed
the finds from trays into the store-tent to be sent to Athens for further study.701 This
documentation makes it clear that the find spots for materials were at least generally denoted,
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although this information is not retained in relation to any of the finds in the museum and is
preserved in a limited manner in the publications.702
During the first weeks, excavations focused on investigating the concentration of votives
uncovered on the upper terrace in the previous season.703 The deposit would later be classified
as the Limenia Deposit; finds included ivories, including circular seals and plaques, and bronzes,
including a small bronze bull inscribed with a dedication to Hera Limenia.704 Near the wall of
the structure on the upper terrace, likely the Hearth Building, a pottery-deposit was tentatively
identified as chronologically stratified and the intent was to further investigate and isolate the
feature during the next season.705 The evidence suggests the terrace was being excavated in
stages, and that no bounds for the deposit, either horizontal or vertical, had been determined in
this season. Furthermore, the mentions of differences across the terrace suggest the deposit was
not as easily defined as later references in the publications suggest.706
The 6th century temple of Hera Akraia on the lower terrace had been uncovered in the
previous season.707 During the second season, excavations uncovered the east wall of the
temple, as well as evidence providing a 6th century B.C. date for the structure; finds emphasized
include a bronze mirror handle in the shape of Aphrodite, marble roof tiles, terracotta
architectural sculpture, and limestone sculpture fragments.708
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The analysis of the levels during this and the previous season must be considered in the
context of the publication of the excavation of these areas. In the case of both structures, there is
no direct discussion of the association of the finds or features with deposits in the report from the
1931 season. The analysis of the stratigraphy spread throughout the first excavation volume
does not discuss the upper layers of these deposits, which were not concretely understood or
outlined as part of these excavations. This suggests that the layers excavated in these first two
seasons were not as clearly isolated and were not discussed as extensively in the analysis of the
site.
Payne also refers to the enlargement of a “pit” identified in the previous season; this feature
would later be reclassified as the Sacred Pool.709 He describes the pit as being over 3 m deep in
some areas, and intermingled with well-defined strata of pebbles and gravel that he interprets as
indicators of wash of the materials from higher elevations.710 His initial interpretation suggests
the pit was not man-made, but rather a naturally infilled hollow containing a jumble of
unstratified materials left exposed on the surface of the upper terrace. Even if this is the case, the
exposure of these remains as a surface assemblage on the upper terrace is significant for our
understanding of the formation of the deposit; closer consideration of the deposit in the
subsequent seasons provides further support of Payne’s limited documentation of the test areas
being excavated during this season.
Although the documentation of the deposition and association of objects is nonexistent in
early reports, and it is difficult to associate the upper levels of the excavated area with a specific
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portion of stratigraphy discussed in relation to the analysis of the Sacred Pool in the publications,
the discussion is also indicative of the changing approach to the classification of the deposits at
the site. The mention of the successive pebble layers as indicators of wash, combined with the
enlargement of the pit to trace these levels suggests that Payne was attempting to trace the extent
of these levels stratigraphically, rather than digging in a purely open excavation style. Finds “of
note” from the hollow include bronze vases (approximately 50 phiale), small bronzes, and an
ivory head; however, Payne mentions that the fill also included the standard assemblage of
ceramics, terracotta figurines, and scarabs.711
This excavation season, intended to finish the investigation of the site, caused Payne to
reassess the extent of remains and work left to do at Perachora.712 Two objectives proposed for
the next season included the excavation of the “agora,” next to the temple, and the investigation
of a field behind or to the west.713 Payne spent the remainder of June (1931) working with the
materials at the National Museum; again there is limited documentation of the study
undertaken.714
5.3.2c. 1932 Season
Payne arrived back in Greece in November 1931 and spent the time up until March 1932
working on the finds in the National Museum.715 Excavation was undertaken from March 26 to
June 11, 1932.716 Students included R.J.H Jenkins,717 and B. Wilkinson.718 Despite fewer
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students, the excavation was undertaken on a larger scale than the previous two seasons, with
more workmen employed and several areas being investigated.719 The main objective of the
season was to complete the excavation of the large votive deposit on the upper terrace, which
was in line with Payne’s larger goal of clearing the whole site and excavating all of the extant
architecture.720
Documentation of these excavations in the archival records at the BSA comes from field
notebooks and loose sheets.721 Although the individual notebooks are discussed in relation to
specific features and deposits as part of the application of my methodology, the general content
of the notebooks provides a clear picture of the changing documentation of stratigraphy and finds
in respect to this excavation season. PER 1 focuses on the finds from the upper terrace,
including the Sanctuary of Limenia and the Sacred Pool.722 PER 2 outlines a wider range of
excavations, including the Stoa, the statue base from the Temple of Hera Akraia, the survey of
the north road, and the levels for the long profile section of the site.723 Preliminary reports
discussing the finds include a number of short reports written by Payne; mentions by several
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scholars, including references to specific finds and the significance of the site, anticipate
Perachora’s publication.724
The votives on the upper terrace were still being excavated in large concentrations; by the
end of the season the extent of the deposit was deeper and wider than had been anticipated.725
The excavations revealed portions of the temenos walls and the foundations of the structure
identified as the temple of Hera Limenia on the southeastern side of the upper terrace.726 The
precinct within the temenos walls was cleared, and the remaining walls were exposed; Payne
notes that the concentration of votives from the deposit was bounded within the walls.727 He
suggested the deposit was created after the walls, and used this to reconstruct the length of the
north wall; although only 13 meters of the wall were preserved, Payne suggests that the wall was
roughly 30 m long, which was the extent of the layer of votives.728 This suggests Payne traced
this stratum, later identified as the Limenia Deposit, as a continuous layer for roughly 30 m.
The “temple” structure on the upper terrace was also fully exposed revealing that the votive
deposit extended up to the outer walls, but that the interior of the structure was clear of votives
and ceramics.729 The exposure up to the western wall of the temenos revealed evidence for later
building phases, which Payne notes disturbed the deposits.730 The contaminated stratigraphy
appears to have been removed in conjunction with the attempts to trace the extent of the votive
deposit.
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Bronzes singled out as being from the deposits on the upper terrace included horses, lions, a
cow, and a gorgon, as well as a Protocorinthian dove found some distance from the Heraeum.731
Ivories were found in higher concentrations than in past seasons; compare over sixty engraved
circular seals to twenty from the past two seasons.732 The seals are noted as being found in
conjunction with a large collection of spectacle fibulae, ivory and amber fibulae, pendants, and
couchant animals, including a sphinx from the first quarter of the 7th century B.C.733 Two sherds
were found on the upper terrace inscribed to Hera Limenia, and these were compared to an
inscribed bronze bull from the second excavation season.734 The excavation of the deposits on
the upper terrace also included a higher concentration of imports such as scarabs, beads, and
small figures of the Egyptian type, bringing the rough total to over 750 Egyptian type objects.735
Other finds singled out as significant include a clay plaque from the same mold as an example
from the Argive Heraion, a bronze belt clasp in the form of a lion, and a carnelian scarab
depicting Herakles.736 Overall, the votive finds continued to incite interest due to the sheer
quantity and quality of the objects.737
Payne notes that a smaller deposit on the upper terrace, which was isolated in the immediate
vicinity of the temple, included pottery, ivories, scarabs, as well as an early clay roof tiles.738 His
discussion of the remains indicates the isolation of deposits within deposits. He used the
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relationship between the smaller deposit and the temple foundations to date the building to the
early 7th century B.C.739 His focus on the deposit associated with the foundation reflects an early
focus on drawing correlations between the deposits and architecture. Deposits in close proximity
to structures were the focus in Payne’s documentation and interpretation of the stratigraphy; it
was the association of the levels with sacred architecture that was Payne’s primary interest.740
Emphasis on the sacred was further reflected by Payne’s consideration of the addition of nonsacred buildings on the western part of the terrace as disturbing the stratigraphy, with little other
consideration of these upper layers.
Although the primary objective was to finish excavating the deposits and votives associated
with the upper terrace, additional excavations were undertaken to the east of the temple on the
lower terrace. The visible remains of the West Court and stoa on the lower terrace had been
identified in early excavations, but the area was investigated more extensively during this
season.741 These excavations uncovered the stoa and triglyph altar associated with the lower
temple, but were hindered by the presence of the Chapel of St. John.742 The state of distribution
and preservation of the architecture was indicated by several observations related to the stoa; the
entablature of the structure was able to be almost entirely reconstructed from fragments found
within the stoa, indicating that the materials were not disturbed after the structure went out of
use.743 In addition, the marble stucco used for the facing of the building was preserved with
traces of red, blue, and black pigment; a number of architectural terracottas were found,
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particularly palmettes from the 5th to 4th centuries.744 Work on the lower terrace was also
undertaken to completely expose the foundations of the 6th century temple to Hera Akraia, as
well as to investigate under the statue base within the structure.745 The excavations also explored
the presence of Roman houses to the south of the 6th century temple; there was limited interest in
this Roman phase aside from Payne noting that the occupation may have resulted in the
disturbance of these lower layers in the West Court, showing a similar perspective as
implemented in the analysis on the upper terrace.746
Additional investigations were also undertaken in order to obtain a better understanding of
the surrounding catchment area, including test trenches near the lighthouse and H. Nicholas.747
These explorations took into account the presence of fortification walls and sought to identify the
potential location of a settlement; a single exploratory trench was dug in the field to the west of
the West Court.748 The clearing of the area revealed a uniform strata of white earth extending to
a depth of 15 feet, below which was a black stratum with ceramics.749 No evidence of
architecture was uncovered, but Payne proposed that the ceramics had been associated with a
temple.750 Plans were also drawn for the three large cisterns to the northeast of the valley.751 A
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survey of the area, including the topography, was undertaken by Payne and de Jong, which
covered the area from the Lake Eschatoitis to the lighthouse.752
De Jong’s notebook from the 1932 season was donated to the American School of Classical
Studies and was found in the archives in 1992; according to Menadier’s analysis, a number of the
drawings were not utilized in the final publications, or possibly were not available to
Dunbabin.753 The notebook was gifted to the British School in 1997, and is now housed with the
BSA Archives as PER 87.754 The notebook dates to the time of de Jong’s visit, April 5 1932, and
includes various drawings of the architecture that was fully uncovered during this season.755
At the end of the season, Payne spent time working on the ceramics at the National Museum;
Powell notes that he was invested in finding as many joins as possible within the corpus,
protesting that she told him it was a wasted labor.756 His drawings and the catalogue entries fail
to consistently document what levels individual objects and fragments came from and it is likely
sherds from the same vessel, while from the same deposit were part of distinct depositional
episodes. Owing to the limitations of the documentation for these seasons, I do not use the
archival material to address whether the complete vases reconstructed from the thousands of
sherds during these study seasons came from the same context, or consisted of fragments from
across deposits/depositional episodes.
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5.3.2d. 1933 Season
Payne arrived back in Greece in December 1932 and spent the time up until the excavation
working on the finds in the National Museum.757 During the winter, R.J.H Jenkins joined Payne
and worked on analyzing the terracottas for the publication.758 Excavation was undertaken from
early April to May 11, 1933.759 Students included J.K. Brock,760 R.M. Cook,761 E.J.A. Kenny,762
E.A. Lane,763 and G.M. Young.764 PER 4, dated to the 1933 season, contains various sections
and plans that appear to be part of the final analysis of the site in preparation for publication;
PER 5 consists of miscellaneous notes on the 1933 excavations.765 Photographs were taken in
the 1933 Season by M. Young, and a number of these images were included in the final
publication of the site topography.766 At the end of the season, Payne concluded that the quantity
of materials from the four seasons of excavation merited taking a break in excavation campaigns
for the full-scale analysis and publication of the materials.767
One objective of the season was the removal of the Chapel of Saint John, which had hindered
excavations on the lower terrace in the previous season; the chapel was reconstructed further up
the valley.768 At the same time, excavations were undertaken to the south of the triglyph altar on
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the lower terrace.769 Investigations below the foundations of the altar revealed concentrations of
Protocorinthian pottery, and Payne ordered that the level be systematically excavated across the
lower terrace.770 The excavations revealed strata classified by Payne as Geometric, and later
referred to as the Geometric Deposit.771 Objects from the Geometric Deposit singled out as
being of note during excavations, particularly for comparison to the assemblage from the
Limenia Deposit on the upper terrace, included bronze spits, gold rings and discs, terracotta
house model fragments, and three scarabs.772 The deposit was emphasized as showing the
difference between dedicatory practices prior to the establishment of extensive trade networks.773
Further excavation of the deposit in the area below the Chapel of St. John revealed architectural
remains and caused Payne to classify the deposit as a “temple deposit,” or a concentration of
votives explained by the presence of a sanctuary structure.774
The excavation of the West Court and the Roman house was supervised by James Brock.775
The work in the area was referred to by Payne as minor; the majority of documentation comes
from Brock’s field notebook, or PER 3.776 A thick layer of ceramics that Payne identified as
transitional and early Corinthian, was isolated as a closed deposit.777 The classification of the
deposit in these initial reports as a closed deposit is of note as a number of loose leaf drawings of
Payne’s in the BSA archive are labeled C.D., indicating that the finds come from this particular
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season and deposit.778 The nature of the deposit was established as pivotal for understanding
occupation phases at the site, but the area was not extensively published until J.J. Coulton
conducted supplementary excavations in the 1960s; unfortunately, Payne fully exposed and
removed the deposits in the area making it difficult for Coulton to reassess the assemblage and
deposits.779
The 1933 excavations also included a preliminary analysis of the waterworks within the
valley and nearby, as well as the houses to the east of the valley; the study and documentation of
these features was supervised by Kenny, Lane, and Cook.780 Archival material from the original
excavations documenting the waterworks were given to Tomlinson to aid in his publication of
these features.781 The work done by Kenny, including the documentation in his field notebook
and his correspondence with Megaw (the later director of the BSA), was utilized by Tomlinson
in his subsequent reanalysis and publication of these features.782 The lapse between the analysis
from the 1933 season and these later supplementary excavations reflects how the temporary
break in excavation, which was initiated by Payne, became long-term. Payne had intended
further work in these areas, but limited synthesis of the data set had been conducted prior to his
death and the onset of WWII.
5.3.2e. 1934–1936 Seasons
After 1933, the same year marking the end of excavations at Perachora, Payne shifted focus
and took on several new projects; he spent time working with Blakeway on Crete and undertook
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work on the Athenian Acropolis with Young.783 He also spent time in London and the United
States and undertook painting classes, all developments that reflected slight distancing from his
work on the materials from Perachora.784
Payne spent 1934–1935 writing the manuscript for the first Perachora volume, which focused
on the Temple of Hera Akraia and the associated deposits.785 His frustration with the work, more
prominent at times than others, is clear in the accounts of Powell, as well as in his writings to the
painter Ithell Colquhoun.786 In his letters to Colquhoun, Payne mentions aspects of the work on
Perachora that he finds tedious, such as contextualizing the site in the broader topography and
taking measurements at the site with de Jong.787
Other scholars also began studying the materials housed in the National Museum. For
instance, Brock spent two months preparing the Corinthian pottery for publication.788 Despite
these mentions, there is no documentation of the work undertaken by various scholars during this
early stage. Preliminary reports document the additional investigations undertaken outside of the
valley; Payne had long been interested in the association of the Heraion Valley with a settlement
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and necropolis.789 PER 6 contains notes on tombs excavated in the vicinity of the valley in 1936,
but limited knowledge is preserved about these undertakings as a result of Payne’s death; the
tombs and other areas of the site were further investigated by his successors, Blakeway and
Dunbabin.790
5.3.3. Finalizing Primary Publications: 1936–1939, 1945–1955
The excavation findings, ceramics, and small finds from the excavations at Perachora were
published in two volumes (the first in 1940, the second in 1962).791 As mentioned previously, a
relatively full manuscript of the first volume was compiled prior to Payne’s death.792 In the
years leading up to the war, Dunbabin worked on completing the manuscript for the first
Perachora volume, which was published at the beginning of the war in 1940.793 The first volume
provides an overview of the topography for the site and the surrounding region, as well as an
account of the excavations undertaken within the temenos.794 While the discussion of the temple
structures and votive deposits is extensive, the description provided for several other buildings
both within and outside the valley is limited.795 The work involved intensive restudy of the
materials and supplementary excavations, which were conducted under Dunbabin’s direction
over the course of several years.796
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In the winter and spring (1936–1937) Dunbabin worked at the National Museum on
preparing and photographing the materials for the first publication, including the initial analysis
of the bronzes.797 During the same year, his fiancé and colleague, Doreen de Labilliere, aided
him in the study of the Perachora materials.798 For a short time during this period, Dunbabin also
visited the Heraion to supervise clean-up at the site, as well as the sorting of the remaining sherds
left on site.799 It is unclear whether the sherds were part of dumps from excavations, or if they
were from stratified areas and had been stored for later appraisal. Dunbabin conducted further
analysis of the materials at the museum in the following year (November to May 1937–1938),
and then worked from Oxford on getting the first publication to press.800
In 1939, Dunbabin returned to the site in order to conduct supplementary excavations to
inform the publication of the second excavation volume.801 He conducted further cleaning and
preservation of the buildings within the valley, including the clearing of the West Court and
Hellenistic cistern.802 It was not until 1939 that the West Court could be fully explored due to
the removal of the Roman house, which had been built on top of the middle of the court after its
abandonment.803 The documentation from the 1939 excavations was limited.804
As Tomlinson notes, Dunbabin’s findings were not integrated into the first volume, for which
Payne had already completed a full monograph and the manuscript had already been sent to
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press.805 Dunbabin died prior to publishing his findings on the later town and fortification walls,
which were later published by Tomlinson.806 Tomlinson notes that during the cleaning,
Dunbabin exposed more of the shaft at the east end of the cistern on the upper terrace, depositing
the spoils on the opposite side.807 In the archaeological report for the season, Robertson notes
that the individual finds from the work were “unimportant”.808 The discussion indicates that the
objective of Dunbabin’s targeted cleaning within the Heraion was to clarify the descriptions and
depictions of architecture. His neglect of the stratigraphy and deposits can be attributed to the
fact that the named deposits had already been excavated in their entirety.
The second volume was not started prior to Payne’s death, and the publication–undertaken by
Dunbabin and several colleagues–necessitated further direct study of the materials. The analysis
was delayed by the war, the disruption of the team, and the death of several scholars involved in
the initial analysis of the materials. For instance, Dunbabin and other scholars’ work on the
analysis of the pottery and small finds for publication in a second volume was halted until
archaeological investigations were able to resume through the British School.809 No additional
excavations were conducted by Dunbabin in association with the publication of the second
volume, but he spent a significant amount of time in Greece.810 He continued work on Perachora
up until his death in 1955, and the volume was published posthumously; his analysis and
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supervision resulted in the publication of the evidence, and thus his approaches impacted the
state of the evidence available today.811
In its final form, the second volume comprises of the analysis of finds from the site on the
basis of type, a subdivision that was standard for the publication of the data set from large-scale
excavations.812 In various ways, the publication reflects the extensive amount of time and
interest invested in all of the finds from the site. For instance, Perachora II contained an entire
chapter on miniature pottery, a category of finds that did not become standard in the analysis of
ceramics until the 1970s.813 The most extensive work at the museum seems to have occurred in
the winter of 1948–1949, when Dunbabin was working to complete the study of the materials.814
However, a report indicates study was still ongoing upon his visit in 1951, although the majority
of work and planning was being done from Oxford.815
Despite recognizing the difficulties faced by Dunbabin, the primary publication of the
Perachora materials has been critiqued for offering limited information in the object
catalogues.816 For instance, the information provided for most of the ceramics includes a
catalogue number and the objects shape/height; descriptions of the fabric and references to
parallels are less prevalent.817 Kilian-Dirlmeier has critiqued the ability to draw broad
conclusions about the representation of regional and foreign dedications at the site using the
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information published for the site assemblage.818 The publication of the ceramics and bronzes
also only covers the well preserved or easily identifiable portions of the corpus, representing a
skewed picture of the assemblage; the imports on the other hand received more extensive
treatment, and the ivories, faience, and other “exotic goods” are presented more thoroughly.819
However, a significant number of studies have attempted to complete some of the analysis
missing from these two works, which I review in the following section.
5.3.4. After the Primary Publications: Supplemental Excavations and Investigations
The publication of the excavation findings from Perachora was largely recognized as
incomplete.820 In an attempt to gain a fuller understanding of the site, the British School
sanctioned supplemental excavations led by Coulton and Tomlinson in association with several
other scholars.821 These supplementary excavations were conducted in the 1960s, immediately
following the publication of the second volume, and completed much of the analysis intended to
be published as the third Perachora excavation volume.822 Published as a series of articles, the
work sought to provide an in-depth analysis of the ancillary buildings both within and
surrounding the valley; these investigations also presented reconsiderations of the architecture,
building phases, and evidence for the site.823
A portion of the supplementary excavations on the lower terrace at Perachora were
supervised by Coulton in 1963 and 1964, and again in 1966; the objective was to clarify aspects
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of the stoa and West Court, such as form, building technique, and chronology.824 Coulton’s
notes from the supplementary excavations conducted in these areas from 1963–1964 are housed
in the BSA Archive (PER 24), and the excavation report was published in the form of an
article.825 The work drew on the excavation notebooks, as well as publications, providing a
better understanding of the non-temple architecture at the site. Although focused on
reconstructing the architecture and establishing the chronology for various characteristics of the
structures, the reevaluations provide insights into the associated deposits and stratigraphy.826 In
particular, the focus on the later phases of the buildings and their abandonment informs our
understanding of the relation of the stratigraphy as a whole, not just in relation to the temple and
sacred architecture.
Tomlinson was asked to undertake the publication of the town and houses at Perachora and
began conducting supplementary fieldwork in 1964.827 His research expanded to encompass the
study of previously excavated areas, including the double cistern and dining area, the waterworks
throughout the valley, and the so-called settlement within the valley.828 Additional excavations
were conducted in 1965 and 1966, with extensive focus on the waterworks.829 The main
objective was to further clean and excavate several water features that had been identified and
tentatively documented by Payne, but were not thoroughly analyzed, drawn, or published in the
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initial publications; this work was conducted in collaboration with Kenny, who had worked on
the cisterns during the original excavations as a student.830 Although areas were excavated in
trenches, the removal of materials around the structures predominantly consisted of clean-up, but
Tomlinson noted that the trenches excavating undisturbed areas within the cisterns were largely
absent of votives.831 Tomlinson’s analysis also focused on reinterpreting some of the previously
excavated deposits as part of his reclassification of the activities occurring on the upper terrace in
association with the Hearth Building; his discussion of the Sacred Pool deals with the feature as
evidence for the function of structures within the valley, linking the accumulations of votives to
reconstructions of past practices.832
In addition to these core supplementary excavations, our understanding of the archaeological
evidence and that of the broader historical significance of the site and site assemblage has been
modified by extensive reconsideration of the evidence from the site. Salmon was the first to take
issue with the identification of various structures at Perachora and argued strongly against the
identification of two temples.833 His work informed the questions being asked in the
supplementary excavations and prompted Tomlinson’s reconsideration of the Temple of Hera
Limina as a hestiatorion, as well as in his analysis of the relationships between structures and
waterworks at the site.834 Additional analysis was conducted on the triglyph altar by Plommer
and Salviat, who argued that the feature had only received cursory attention in the initial
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publications.835 The reconsideration of the classification of the architecture in these
supplementary investigations prompted Sinn to reconsider the relationships between various
deposits and architectural phases with a particular view toward the sites function as a location of
refuge.836
Menadier’s work reviews and reevaluates the primary excavation evidence, as well as later
studies of the materials in order to synthesize the information available for the 6th century B.C.
phase of occupation at Perachora; her analysis focuses on the 6th century temple of Hera Akraia,
and the evidence includes direct study of the architecture on site.837 Her work is pivotal for my
study, as it analyzes the evidence for the deposits associated with each structure as part of the
review of the architectural history of the sanctuary.838 Her analysis is more extensive than
previous reconsiderations of the deposits, like those proposed by Sinn, and investigates more
directly the nature of the deposits in relation to the architecture.839
For Perachora, the most common criticism is that the documentation of context is lacking,
particularly for these areas which were reconsidered later.840 While reconsiderations reevaluate
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the evidence for the formation and dating of deposits in respect to the architecture at the site, the
research interests preclude reconstructing the data from the deposits prior to drawing conclusions
about the relationships between the features, architecture, and activity areas, such as the
association of the votives on the upper terrace with clean-out from the lower terrace. My
approach takes these recent insights into account, but focuses on starting by reconstructing the
evidence for stratigraphy and deposition from the primary accounts. Doing so allows me to
address deposition as informing the existing scholarship while avoiding some of the inherent
biases associated with approaches to the deposits and stratigraphy at the site.
5.4. Assessing the Archival Record
My review of the available archival material focuses on how the material can inform our
understanding of deposition at the site. Although all archival material is significant, particular
parts of the record are more influential for our understanding of the evidence from the site—and
ultimately maintenance practices—and are treated accordingly.
Excavation is just one aspect of a larger system of collecting, producing, and preserving data
from the archaeological record.841 Using a case study requires establishing a data set for
analysis, a practice that often necessitates dealing with evidence that is amassed by others. The
use of legacy data necessitates the acknowledgment of the limitations of the dataset. However, it
is always easier to establish what information would have been useful to document in hindsight.
I argue that approaching old data sets with new questions reflects the importance of moving
forward, rather than focusing on criticizing the interpretations established by past excavations
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and avenues of research. As my review of the excavation history for Perachora above reflects,
the documentation at the site is varied in respect to individual seasons; many of the
interpretations of deposits from the initial reports are extensively revised or absent from the
publications, while some conclusions and interpretations presented in the publications do not
fully incorporate the evidence and interpretations from the excavation notebooks and earlier
preliminary reports. To address this discrepancy, it is imperative to go back to the original
documentation, both excavation notebooks and correspondence written by members of the
excavation team. Doing so allows me to establish not only the excavation methods employed at
the site, but to trace the inconsistencies between the interpretation of the stratigraphy as it is
presented in the publications versus the archival material.
The known legacy data for Perachora, including field notebooks, drawings, and manuscripts,
is housed both in Greece, at the BSA Archive, and in England, at the Beazley Archive. The
artifacts studied herein are stored at the National Museum in Athens, but some materials were
dispersed in study collections, or placed in other museums, such as the Perachora Museum and
the Isthmia Museum.842 The majority of archival material from the Perachora, which consists of
materials pertinent to the primary and supplementary excavations outlined above, was donated
by Powell to the British School at Athens and is housed in the BSA Archive; the plates and drafts
of the publications undertaken by Dunbabin and some of his communications on the work are
housed at the Beazley Archive.843 Other references to the excavations at Perachora come from
letters housed at the Tate Archive and the Royal Academy of Music Library, as well as from
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private collections, such as the Haspels’ Family Archive. The legacy data available for
Perachora addressed here includes drawings, notebooks, and correspondence, with a focus on the
materials from the BSA Archive.844
Although the collections are not yet digitized, the current state of the archival materials from
Perachora at the BSA is well documented, with an inventory making the resources readily
accessible for study. Inventoried at a later date, the archival materials from Payne and Dunbabin
were reorganized owing to their use by various scholars; for instance, Payne’s loose-leaf
drawings and notes were used and ungrouped by subsequent users before being completely
inventoried in later years.845 Research into other collections, like the Beazley Archive, revealed
that no primary materials had been moved during the study of the objects and finalization of the
publications in Oxford. In addition, the archival materials linked to several scholars who worked
at the site or on the materials, such as Pendlebury’s notes with the Egyptian Society, make no
reference to the work conducted at Perachora. However, the extensive use of the archives and
the wide distribution of figures working on the objects suggests that evidence and materials were
dispersed and are either lost or in a yet to be established archive/collection.
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The field notebooks, manuscripts, and loose-leaf drawings of finds from the excavations
provide the core of the legacy data for Perachora. They are invaluable for the reconstruction of
the stratigraphy and deposits because they provide both data on the analytical documentation of
the record from the site, as well as insights into the stratigraphic analysis and synthesis of the
evidence conducted by Payne. As noted, the British School acquired Payne’s excavation
materials shortly after his death. In his independent research and during the excavation of
Perachora, Payne created a number of drawings and notes that remain unpublished; however, the
majority of this archival material was used by Dunbabin in the publication of the excavation
volumes.846 Several of the notebooks can be attributed to specific excavation seasons and are
discussed in the following application (Part II). However, the majority of Payne’s notebooks,
PER 8–23, are Payne’s draft of Perachora I—the manuscript includes the synthesis and analysis
of the findings for the first publication; additional notes on specific areas and materials come
from PER 24–26.847
The loose-leaf sheets include drawings and notes in pencil and are all inventoried as PER
26.848 The inventory suggested the materials would provide no insight into deposition at the site;
however, closer review of the objects and notes revealed correlations between images labeled as
C.D. and objects described as coming from the closed deposit in the West Court. Identifying
associations between the archival drawings, objects, deposits, and publications necessitated close
comparison of the images and descriptions as the documentation on the archival material is
minimal. The examination of these papers first necessitated tackling the general reconstruction
of the state of the evidence. The papers are grouped together in smaller booklets, but, as noted
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above, the reuse of these drawings means they are no longer organized in their original form.
This conclusion was supported by the evidence of paperclip indentions in the same locations on
papers that are no longer grouped together. It is likely that these drawings either were associated
with field notebooks or were the product of Payne’s analysis of the objects in the museum.
Unfortunately, the state of the documents makes it difficult to draw definitive correlations
between these finds and the deposits. Whenever possible these associations are developed herein.
The notebooks also provide insights into how the information on features was passed down
prior to being published. For instance, several houses and fortifications excavated by both Payne
and Dunbabin were published by Tomlinson using the archival material.849 Dunbabin’s
supplementary excavations (1939) included the full excavation and exposure of several later
houses built nearby; his work included the investigation of the extent of walls surviving on the
acropolis above the valley, or the area that is occupied by the modern lighthouse.850 Dunbabin
intended to publish these findings as revisions in part of a third volume for Perachora that also
discussed the nearby houses, previously referred to as a town and fortified acropolis.851 Typed
versions of Dunbabin’s unpublished manuscripts, titled “The Town” and “The Fortifications,”
were used by Tomlinson in his supplementary excavations; there are no other notes on these
excavations at the BSA.852 While there had previously been an embargo, the manuscripts were
made available for study to all scholars in 2016; in this correspondence, Tomlinson
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acknowledged that all materials from Perachora, including his archival material being given to
the BSA, should be available for study.853
Another example of the accumulation and dissemination of additional evidence for the site in
later years is the discovery of de Jong’s notebook. The notebook dates to the time of de Jong’s
visit to Perachora on April 5, 1932 and includes various drawings of the architecture uncovered
during this season; the journal was donated to the American School of Classical Studies at
Athens and was found in the archives in 1992.854 The notebook was given to the British School
in 1997 and is now housed with the BSA Archives as PER 87.855 According to Menadier’s
analysis, a number of the drawings were not utilized in the final publications, or possibly were
not available to Dunbabin.856
The archival material at the BSA also includes the originals and photocopies of maps, plans,
architectural drawings, topographic drawings, architectural and object watercolors, and
photographs.857 A number of the photographs were used in the primary publications and others
were first published as part of the supplementary excavations undertaken in the 1960s, but some
remain unpublished. Some of the negatives were given to the BSA by Powell in 1938/9,858 and
the curation of the collection in 2019 was part of an ongoing project focused on digitizing all
materials of this sort.859 The collection, known as the Payne/Macworth/Young Collection, has
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been fully inventoried. The photographs provide little insight into deposition and excavation at
the site over time; rather, the subject matter is largely architectural and devoid of scale or day-today activities. No new photographs documenting the trenches, find spots, or on-going
excavations were found as part of this inventory, and the corpus offers limited depictions the
form and nature of deposits during the excavation. Unfortunately, the extent of photographs
documenting the excavation of the site is limited by the availability of photography, an issue that
may have been compounded by negatives from the site not all surviving. Evidence of this comes
from the reuse of negative numbers in the archives; in one example, the negative is described as
“scarabs from Perachora under surface,” but is the photograph depicts a 5th century B.C. white
ground lekythos.860
Despite limitations, I argue that reconsidering the full corpus of archival material is helpful
for understanding several of the excavation methods employed at the site. The photographs and
drawings that are available cover a range of subjects from 1930–1933 seasons; although it is
difficult to distinguish the exact date for individual works, the comparison of the photographs
shows changes in the extent of the site exposed over time. Whenever possible, I utilize evidence
indicative of differing methods of excavation and documentation and establish how these
practices were implemented in specific excavation seasons or areas of the site. For instance, the
revisions indicated by the comparison of final plans to the drawings in de Jong’s notebook
provide insight into changing perceptions of the site topography and stratigraphy.861 During the
initial excavations, a datum point was established for reference; the level was marked by

860

BSA_SPHS_01/6333.C4726.
https://digital.bsa.ac.uk/results.php?keywords=Perachora&department=Archive&collection=SP
HS+BSA+Image+Collection&order=numasc&irn=143245
861
A number of plans are marked “canceled”, or “redrawn”, and these revisions are discussed in
further detail in Part II.
193

measuring from the general height above sea level at the harbor. For de Jong, the topography of
the valley was mapped respective to the water level in the harbor, the fluctuation of which was
noted as minimal relative to tidal changes; Tomlinson references this datum in his general survey
of the valley and his reevaluation of the upper terrace at Perachora.862 The datum point is most
extensively used as a reference point in architectural drawings and some section drawings, and
had limited function in respect to the documentation of levels for the deposits during
excavations. Comparing the two systems in the notes allowed me to clarify how the levels
assigned to deposits were not correlated with the analysis of the architecture in the final
publication.
Since the inception of the excavations, the finds were transported and stored at the National
Museum in Athens, and the majority of the finds remains housed there.863 However, a portion of
the Perachora material previously housed in the Perachora Museum was transferred to the
Isthmia Museum in 1981 as a result of damage due to earthquakes; these remains, studied by
Menadier and Patrick, consist predominantly of ceramics and include a small number of other
objects.864 Powell directly discusses the packing up of the material from Perachora in crates to
be shipped via lorry to the National Museum.865 Unfortunately, the labeling of the finds by
Payne for transport, which appears to have been used during the initial studies, does not survive,
and the numbers assigned to objects in the second Perachora volume are relatively arbitrary in
respect to establishing context or depositional relationships.866 However, the mention of trays
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with provenanced objects by Brock in PER 3 and Powell’s references to Payne’s work in
labeling and boxing up materials provides a better picture of the journey the objects took from
the ground to the museum.867
As part of my investigation into the state of the record, I studied the attribution of specific
finds to named deposits. I also attempted to trace a number of these objects and identify the
finds at the National Museum for further analysis. When requesting to study the objects at the
National Museum, I organized the lists of objects by deposit and included the catalogue number
assigned to the object in the publications. In the ensuing study, it was extremely difficult to
locate these individual objects in storage as not all objects were photographed or clearly
described, and not all Perachora catalogue numbers correlate with the museum acquisition
numbers. The inventory lists from the National Museum are thorough, but review of the lists
showed that they lack any information on the groupings and labeling of the finds in respect to
context, such as depth or deposit association. While the archival materials suggest objects from
specific deposits may have been grouped by crate or tray prior to being shipped for analysis, the
deposit as a unit was largely disregarded in the subsequent storage system with the materials
being sorted by type for publication. As patterns emerged, it became evident that many of the
objects grouped together in trays had been organized this way and inventoried in conjunction
with being photographed for the publication of the plates in the Perachora volumes, likely by
Dunbabin. No matter the condition of the objects upon shipment and in the interim studies, it
seems the objects were rearranged by the scholars working on the materials during the
subsequent analysis and as part of the selection of materials for publication. This is significant
as it reflects that the objects emphasized for publication were extensively divorced from any
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system grouping the assemblages for shipping and post-excavation studies. Reconstructing
various aspects of archival evidence in the application chapters of this dissertation helps establish
how some objects can be attributed to specific excavation seasons, areas of excavation, and
finally deposits. Despite recognizing the limitations of establishing associations between the
objects based on storage and acquisition practices, several associations can be made using
information recorded on the objects in pencil and owing to the consideration of the larger corpus
of specific types; I address the significance of this information in relation to my reconstruction of
the evidence for individual deposits (Part II).
A reconsideration of the unpublished material from the site was beyond the scope of this
analysis, but is it necessary to acknowledge that the emphasis on select materials both in the field
and in the manuscript hinders a full reconsideration of deposition in this study. The selection of
materials for publication at Perachora was impacted by a focus on ceramic development,
transitional periods, and cross-comparison of assemblages; this is evident in the comparison of
the assemblages from the Geometric and Limenia deposits.868 In his analysis of the
Protocorinthian and Corinthian ceramics from the site, Patrick notes that the emphasis is on
figural decoration and that the categories were selected based on stylistic and iconographic
concerns.869 However, the majority of wares that were not published had Subgeometric
decoration.870 A similar manner of publication is true for other small finds from Perachora and
future analysis would benefit from more detailed consideration of these underrepresented
materials. The benefits of future research are further supported by the fact that at the National
Museum, the materials without inventory and publication numbers are grouped by lots and may
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be less differentiated on the basis of object type, state of preservation, and chronology; I propose
that investigation into these materials may offer greater insights into the original nature of the
assemblages from specific deposits at Perachora.
It is also the case that a lack of archival materials or the absence of evidence in the archival
materials raises questions about the source of some of the evidence found in the final
publications. While it is problematic to assume that the evidence, in the form of a manuscript or
field notes, still exists, the nature of the data makes it difficult to deny that the knowledge was
available in some form. For instance, some references in the catalogue to the depth at which
objects were found insinuate the levels may have been documented on tags and labels associated
with individual objects, bags, or crates, which are now lost. The evidence for lost information is
most evident in the comparison of the evidence for the “Egyptian Type” materials to the
documentation of the remainder of the assemblages. A number of these objects, despite their
small size, have additional contextual information that is lacking for other materials from the
site. The objects were initially studied by Pendlebury, whose interest in the high quantities of
imports informed the analysis and documentation of foreign materials found at the site.871 His
close involvement with the excavations is particularly evident in his contributions to the analysis
of the “Egyptian Type” objects published in Perachora II.872 Owing to Pendlebury’s death in
WWII, prior to the completion of the analysis, the section in the final publication was edited and
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produced by Thomas James.873 James’ introductory remarks indicate there was already a
manuscript, catalogue, or some other form of notes produced by Pendlebury.874 However, the
documentation is not located with the other archival material at the BSA, nor was it acquisitioned
by the Egypt Exploration Society with Pendlebury’s other works. The documentation generated
by Pendlebury and used by James could provide a great deal of insight into the overall
excavation methods employed, the documentation of the stratigraphy in respect to these objects,
and the extent of the area initially defined as the Egyptian Pit. Despite the inability to locate this
primary source, it is important to note the difference in documentation in respect to the other
small finds in the volume. The descriptions of levels and stratigraphy in the catalogue entries for
these objects suggest thorough documentation of the foreign objects during the excavations of
the deposits, as well as indicate Pendlebury had access to, or included a data set and information
that was not utilized by other researchers.
Despite the fact that there are limitations to the ability to reconstruct deposition at certain
scales, such as for specific individual finds, tracing the archival mentions and studying the
objects themselves provides a better understanding of the differences in documentation in the
archival materials versus the publications. The analysis also allows me to map the loss of data
associated with the analysis of the materials for publication. This is important for my
methodology as it allows me to address how our understanding of the stratigraphy was impacted
by the way the named deposits are discussed in varying contexts.
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5.5. The Isolation and Documentation of Deposits at Perachora
For Perachora, the stratigraphic descriptions associated with deposits in the excavation report
provide information on the shape, stratigraphy, and contents of isolated features. However,
inconsistencies in the discussion of stratigraphy for Perachora, both in the publications and
subsequent scholarship, are the product of issues with approaches to documentation both in the
generation and reevaluation of the archival record. Prior to reconstructing site stratigraphy in
respect to specific named votive deposits in the next section (Part II), I outline several issues
with the isolation of deposits both during excavations, and as part of the post-excavation
synthesis of the evidence.
During the excavations, Payne was acting as the site director; for him this involved moving
between excavation trenches to take notes on significant developments. While full of potential
for reevaluating deposition for the site, his field notebooks reflect that he was not always directly
involved in establishing the stratigraphy of an area, nor was he documenting the day-to-day
excavation of the site. In this respect, the site records are not field notebooks written by trench
supervisors, and, thus, do not produce an on-going narrative for the excavation of a specific area.
Instead, they are an archive of notes for Payne’s future use in the synthesis of the evidence for
the site and serve to supplement his decisions over how to best direct the work to be carried out
by the excavators. The difference in the manner of documentation is clearest in the comparison
of Payne’s notes to the field notebook documenting Brock’s supervision of the excavations
conducted in the West Court; which I address as part of the reconstruction of the evidence for the
West Court below (Chapter 7). The difference in the two accounts indicates that Payne’s
students and colleagues were likely keeping their own notes. The state of the notes, which have
been critiqued as having large gaps, reflects Payne’s preliminary post-excavation interpretation
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of the evidence that serves to group and synthesize the evidence as it was being excavated.875
As Payne was analyzing the evidence from various areas in the field while others were helping to
direct the excavations of specific areas, his notes reflect more medium- and high-level inferences
about the site stratigraphy and deposits than field notes.876 This is unsurprising as Payne was
considering the deposits as features to be used to draw conclusions about the relative date of
various structures and practices occurring at a site, rather than with a view to systematically
documenting the stratigraphy from these areas.
His use of descriptive monikers for both the stratigraphy and objects, the scratching through
of notes, and changes in how he discusses the levels as excavations progress reflect how his
notes are more centered on establishing the conclusions about the stratigraphy while in the field,
while documenting the evidence he sees as supporting these specific conclusions rather than the
evidence as a whole. I do not critique this practice herein, but rather note it here as it is
indicative of the fact that additional documentation was likely occurring that made Payne feel
that he did not need to document all of the evidence. As is still the case, field director’s
notebooks typically provide a synthesis of the evidence coming from various sources in the field
which is then codified further for publication.877 In my opinion, the notebooks for Perachora at
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the BSA Archive likely only represent a small selection of the documentation that was taken
during the excavation of the site.
While stratigraphic analysis for publication permits the concise presentation of the features
and phases represented at a site, relying on these past categorizations of stratigraphy without
understanding their source can perpetuate inaccurate generalizations about the archaeological
record, resulting in inadequately supported interpretations and reconstructions of past
practices.878 For Perachora, understanding that Payne’s accounts only present a portion of the
analysis that went into establishing these initial conclusions is crucial. In addition, during
excavation, the accumulation of on-site knowledge and familiarity allowed for the continual, ongoing assessment of the significance of units, concern with which is reflected in Payne’s constant
and cumulative revisions of the understanding of the stratigraphy at a site. Post-excavation,
these relationships were investigated further and reclassified using specific identifiers that are
only understood by the initiated, such as the label “CD” on object tags or references to “so-andso’s” Pit.879 Changes in the naming of layers and areas from day to day in his notes reflects how
this process was already on-going during the excavations. The evidence for these relationships is
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typically compiled, classified, and renamed as part of the reframing of the evidence through
stratigraphic analysis for publication, but this process was heavily impacted by Payne’s death.
The undocumented reevaluations associated with the documentation and publication of data
multiply the difficulties in reinterpreting stratigraphy using legacy data; in the primary
publications, the synthesized presentation of the data is more interpretive and is often divorced
from the knowledge set necessary to reinterpret the stratigraphy through the comparison of the
publications and archival materials.880 In the subsequent analysis, I gather information
concerning stratification at Perachora from various media including site notebooks,
correspondence, scraps of paper, the objects themselves, and other archival material. Although
time-consuming, doing so is fundamental for establishing the extent of information available for
deposition at the site; I establish this by tracing the evidence structuring interpretations and
inferences, the nature of documentation of the information, the integrity of the available data set,
and the problems and limitations for reanalyzing the data set.881 My aim of reviewing
stratigraphic concepts utilized at Perachora as part of the application of my methodology is to
explore how these aspects informed the excavation methodology and subsequent interpretations
of depositional practices, particularly in the classification of votive deposits. By doing so, it
becomes easier to understand the inconsistencies in the naming and classification of the units, as
well as to isolate what information can inform our understanding of deposition at the site.
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Payne’s excavation style and documentation methods are still not clearly understood. For
instance, it has been questioned whether Perachora was excavated by isolating strata using
trenches, or an open excavation plan; it also remains unclear how the bounds of excavation units
were established and maintained throughout the excavation.882 In addition to the limited
development of a clear excavation methodology, there is inconsistency in terminology used to
refer to features and excavation units. While titles are assigned to specific deposits and strata in
the publications, the terms are not always used consistently throughout the publication; in
addition, these classifications often differ from the initial descriptors assigned to deposits during
excavation and cannot be easily correlated with concrete excavation units. Relevant context
types referred to by Payne in the publications include trench, layer, votive deposit,
“modifier/title” deposit, and strata. Although used interchangeably at points, the application of
these terms to select deposits by Payne reflects several conceptions of the stratigraphy at the site.
Herein, the titles assigned to deposits are retained for the sake of clarity, but additional
terminology used in reference to these features is traced in order to establish how individual
deposits were isolated and later reclassified.
The first mention of trenches in the first Perachora excavation volume is in reference to the
test trenches excavated in the area of Lake Vouliagmene.883 The nature of the trenches and
manner of excavation (size, depth, method/tools used to excavate, sifted/unsifted soil) is unclear,
but it is clear that the objective of the units was to establish the extent of archaeological remains
in the area. Initial survey of the area revealed a number of surface finds, predominately pottery,
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ranging in date from the Helladic down through the Late Archaic/Early Classical period.884 The
concentration of the majority of remains on and just below the surface was noted in respect to
these excavations.885 However, the use of trenches in this setting does little to inform our
understanding of the use of the trench as an excavation unit at the main site. Similarly, trenches
are referenced in respect to trial excavations occurring on the plain overlooking the Heraion
Valley.886 The excavations of the area, undertaken in 1930 and 1933, were not described as
systematic, but rather explorative.887 The surface remains in the plain had been tentatively
identified by Payne as evidence for a town and his investigations focused on establishing dates
for the occupation of the area.888 Again the nature of the trenches is not established and does not
inform our understanding of excavation methods within the valley.889 However, the similarity in
the use of trenches in both contexts indicates that trenches are used to discuss preliminary
excavations; this is supported by the emphasis on the fact that surface finds played a crucial role
in informing where the trenches were placed and that the object of trenches was to draw
conclusions guiding extensive excavation. In this respect, Payne uses trench for areas where
more extensive excavation was not undertaken or the stratigraphy was not deemed significant
enough to explore further, which typically resulted in the reclassification of the area using
chronological naming, such as Protocorinthian Stratum or Geometric Deposit.
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While such a deduction seems logical, and perhaps not worth establishing, the use of the term
trench to refer to initial exploratory excavations is significant as it informs our understanding of
the use of trenches in respect to the early excavations undertaken within the valley. Payne also
used surface finds as a justification not to excavate in some areas, such as the small, fortified
acropolis on the ridge above the plain and valley.890 The lack of dirt and limited accumulation of
archaeological evidence in this area caused Payne to conclude that little information would be
gained from excavating the area, within which several ancient walls are partially preserved.891
The focus on select areas is also informed by the fact that excavations at Perachora focused on
the areas with visible remains and then traced these remains and the associated strata during the
expansion of excavations. As a result of the object-based focus of excavations, layers with less
materials were treated peripherally and must be reconstructed in respect to a more
comprehensive consideration of the site’s stratigraphy. Closer consideration of Payne’s
excavation methods shows how his classifications of strata were not discussed in respect to the
individual trenches, but rather larger areas; the expansion of these trenches resulted in their
renaming as units, often pits, which served as large scale, open units excavated in largely
arbitrary rather than stratigraphic layers.
For Payne, a trench is a more abstract unit used to refer to small-scale, or explorative
excavation, while deposit refers to layers he identifies as archaeologically significant.892
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Deposits, on the other hand, were excavated in their entirety and the stratigraphic analysis of the
deposits meant they were discussed as a single expansive layer, rather than confined to trenches
or set boundaries. Trenches may have been employed throughout the excavation of the site, but
the use of the excavation unit to discuss an isolated portion of the stratigraphy is a practice
shunted by Payne for areas of interest, which are subsequently referred to as deposits. For
instance, Payne refers to the use of trenches when outlining the nature of the sloped fill that
collapsed onto the area from the upper terrace.893 The fill in the trenches is identified as a
product of wash and collapse and viewed as contaminated.894 The orientation and extent of the
trenches serve to highlight the topography, not the stratification of the area. However, as Payne
progresses from the discussion of this upper fill to the analysis of the finds as part of votive
deposits, he abandons all references to the trench and refers to the classification of specific layers
across the entire expanse excavated as a deposit. For instance, areas of exposed archaeological
remains, such as the southern edge of the 4th century B.C. pebble pavement and the stoa
stylobate, are treated as surfaces or levels from which to measure or describe the associated
deposit.895 This is a trend that is repeated in Payne’s discussion of the deposits, floors, and
surfaces identified throughout the site, particularly when establishing the location and boundaries
of major named deposits.

area being investigated. For instance, in his discussion of the Geometric temple and the
associated votive deposit, trench is only used in the introduction and then is never used again
throughout (Payne 1940, p. 27). Instead, the bounds of the Geometric Deposit are established
using architecture and no specific trenches are mentioned. The same is true of the West Court,
although Brock’s notebook makes it clear that trenches were employed while excavating.
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The differences in the use of the terms trench and deposit as excavation units reflect the
varied significance Payne attributed to specific areas, possibly during excavation, but certainly as
part of the synthesis of the stratigraphic evidence from the site. This is evident from the
reclassification of deposits using modifiers that reflect knowledge available from the full-scale
excavation of the site. For instance, a number of the classifications of deposits by Payne include
a modifier establishing the association of the deposit with specific architecture, the Akraia
Deposit, or in respect to the phases at the site, the Protocorinthian Stratum. These examples
indicate how stratigraphy was established post-excavation and predominantly focused on layers
that could be concisely isolated; this also resulted in the poor delineation of some layers, as well
as the conflation of multiple strata and levels into a single deposit. For instance, several deposits
are named based on their association with a temple, like the Hera Akraia Deposit from the lower
terrace and the Hera Limenia Deposit from the upper terrace. Similarly, the deposits from a
single terrace are contrasted with one another chronologically; one of the deposits on the lower
terrace is referred to as the votive deposit of the Geometric Temple of Hera Akraia (Geometric
Deposit), while another is referred to as the votive deposit of the third Temple of Hera Akraia
(Hera Akraia Deposit).896 Other deposits are named based on contents and relation to other
markers; for instance, the Southeast Deposit is classified on the basis of its location in relation to
the wall of the West Court and potential association with the second Temple of Hera Akraia,
while the Fibula Deposit on the floor of the Geometric temple is identified based on contents.897
Payne’s classification of these deposits centers around the identification of the chronological
relationship between these features and the architecture, as well as the information the materials
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provide about cult practices.898 The significance attributed to the deposits and associated
assemblages is inextricably linked to the value Payne ascribed to these features for understanding
practices occurring at the site. However, this is significant for my study as these instances of
naming correlate with increased documentation of these areas by Payne.
Difficulty with understanding the stratigraphy in respect to individual deposits remains
rooted in the fact that there has been limited reconsideration of the stratigraphy in respect to
deposits, as well as the overall stratigraphy at the site. Payne presents a synthesis of the evidence
from the site, intermingling the discussion of the evidence with interpretations of historical,
chronological, and cultural significance. In order to divorce the discussion of deposition from
this framework, it is necessary to establish the nature of the stratigraphy both in respect to these
features, as well as in relation to individual deposits. In the primary publications, the discussion
of stratigraphy on both terraces, although spread throughout the first excavation volume, is
outlined in respect to the overview of the major architecture in individual chapters. The analysis
progresses chronologically from early to late remains, with no in-depth introductory chapters on
stratigraphy, nor a general overview of the stratigraphy. As a result, the insights into the
stratigraphy are linked to specific features, predominantly architecture, providing snapshots of
deposits and the stratigraphy across the site.
For the reconstruction of the stratigraphy from the site, I shall consider the vertical and
horizontal documentation for deposits and assemblages. For sake of clarity, it is helpful to
follow Payne’s initial structuring and move from the lower to higher elevation, reframing the
deposits on the basis of their vertical relationships, which may not exist horizontally due to
disturbances. However, the horizontal location of the unit being discussed can supersede this
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framework, necessitating that some deposits be discussed based on the manner in which they
were excavated. For instance, when discussing excavation units, taking into consideration the
materials uncovered and the excavation season during which the work was completed provides a
better picture of how select areas excavated as test trenches were taken to a lower elevation,
leaving the surrounding areas as at higher elevations. These earlier excavation units serve as
guides informing the altered approaches to those areas excavated later. In addition, the building
phases and the strata associated with them are key for understanding how earlier architecture
impacted not only the later architectural phases, but also the location and expanse of the votive
deposits documented at the site. The objective of taking the proposed approach to the
reconstruction of the stratigraphy is to trace out and reconstruct the potential horizontal and
vertical relationships for the deposits, essentially framing the analysis in the form of the
approach that would be taken for the construction of a Harris Matrix.
Unfortunately, there were several factors prohibiting the construction of a true Harris Matrix
for the site. Not only are the bounds and association of various deposits unclear, but the
documentation of the levels at the site raised various concerns. As noted above, a set datum
point was employed in the analysis and mapping of the architecture for publication. However,
cross-comparison of the levels between the publications and archival records quickly revealed
discrepancies in the use of units. At various times in the publications, inches and feet are used to
designate a layer’s thickness; however, in the notebooks Payne predominantly uses centimeters
and meters, and at other times no units are used.899 The intermixing of units is more extensive
in his documentation of the upper terrace (Chapter 12), where he seems to have been taking more
measurements, as well as having more difficulty isolating deposits and stratigraphy. As
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converting the levels documented for deposits to a mappable system would have required a large
number of interpretive leaps and does little to alter the analysis conducted by my study, I stay
true to Payne’s designations of measurement herein. As my analysis, particularly of the archival
materials, is contextually driven and interdependent I leave the designation of levels unaltered
throughout. In other words, if Payne notes that finds came from Levels 70–80, I do not assign
these levels units. As it is often impossible to establish a zero point, or the zero point is a
designated, but no longer extant marker—like the top of a portion of preserved wall—assigning
units to these levels is both deceptive and unconstructive. I do not assign any of these specific
depths or spans of levels in my classifications of Depositional Episodes, but do note how this
evidence helps us understand and isolate these instances of deposition in respect to individual
deposits. Throughout my study, the units are employed–or left absent– per the cited source.
5.6. Concluding Remarks
The perception of legacy data as having inherent limitations, especially when the standards of
excavation and documentation do not meet current standards, has resulted in the dismissal of the
insights to be gained from reevaluating the data set for Perachora. When building on past
interpretations of stratigraphy, the propagation of accepted facts in the scholarship is a product of
interpretations becoming accepted as concrete, resulting in limited reconsideration of the primary
materials providing the evidence for these interpretations. This sentiment is encapsulated by
Penny-Mason’s statement that, “Site archives are not regularly revisited, and there is an
assumption that their contents have been fully examined and all of the data exploited to the
fullest extent”.900 For instance, if stratigraphy is accepted as poor, this allows analysis of the site
assemblage or architecture to dismiss our knowledge of context as limited and unlikely to be able
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to inform any interpretations. Assumptions of this nature also allow for liberties to be taken when
proposing interpretations of the data set, based on the argument that these hypotheses are
reasonable because they could be validated if the missing information about stratigraphy were
available.
In the case of Perachora, I suggest that the sentiment that the stratigraphy at the site was both
poorly preserved and documented downplays the potential of the legacy data for reconsidering
the stratigraphy and obscures Payne’s consideration of differences in depositional practices
across the site. By reviewing as much of the corpus available for these materials, my
reconstruction of deposits draws correlations between the description of the stratigraphy in the
primary excavation volumes and the descriptions of deposition in the archival record. In the
application of my depositional approach, documentation from the field and preliminary findings
are contrasted with the representation of the deposits in the publications. Doing so highlights
aspects of deposits that have not been reconsidered from a depositional purview. By crossreferencing the attributions of objects mentioned in various contexts, it is possible not only to
highlight discrepancies, but to address how and when these discrepancies may have developed.
Doing so allows me to make informed reevaluations of the deposits and assemblages that do not
simply rely on or dismiss past interpretations and attributions.
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PART II. Reconstructing Votive Deposits and Depositional Episodes: Low- and MediumLevel Inferences about the Depositional Evidence for Perachora
I will now use the methodology laid out in Part I to reexamine the votive deposits from the
lower and upper terraces at Perachora. My review in Part II will allow me to arrive at a more
comprehensive understanding of the depositional practices that informed/constituted the
stratigraphy at the Hera sanctuary. In order to avoid relying on past interpretations or using the
evidence selectively to explore my interest in maintenance, I draw a distinction here between my
archaeological approach to reconstructing deposition and my subsequent use in Part III of the
resulting data set to investigate on-going maintenance practices. As a result, I restrict the
application of my methodology in this part to low- and medium- level inferences, moving from
the compilation of data through the reconstruction of depositional attributes documented in the
legacy data (low-level) to the isolation of depositional episodes or instances of deposition
deduced using the reconstructed evidence (medium-level).
When working with legacy data, particularly from an early twentieth century excavation, it is
vital to reconsider the primary documentation, including both publications and the archival
record, rather than focus on dismissing or critiquing the extant accounts of the stratigraphy.901
My analysis goes beyond reevaluating previous interpretations as I utilize unexploited aspects of
the archival record, particularly Payne’s documentation, to compile the stratigraphic evidence for
each named deposit before addressing far-reaching, interpretive questions about the evidence that
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the features provide for maintenance activities. To this end, I review all the available evidence
for each named deposit before I reconstruct depositional sequences for their respective terraces.
My focus on named deposits for Perachora is governed by an interest in the interpretation of
these features based on their initial identification as votive deposits—not to challenge the
identification of votive deposits, but rather to establish why these deposits were denoted as being
of interest by the excavators. Moreover, my reconsideration of the depositional episodes within
named deposits focuses not only on characterizing individual votive deposits, but also on
contextualizing the evidence in respect to the broader archaeological record at the site. Focusing
too narrowly on defining what a votive deposit is would hinder the applicability of my
reconstruction in the subsequent analysis of the practices and processes associated with the
maintenance of sacred spaces. Thus, my compilation of the evidence is extensive—mapping the
evidence for attributes, such as soil types and assemblages, to reconstruct the layers through
deposition—in order to provide a comprehensive foundation for reconstructing maintenance in
Part III. The depositional episodes I isolate are not strictly representative of votive deposits, but
all play a role in explaining Perachora’s depositional history over the longue durée of the
sanctuary’s occupation sanctuary.
I separate the reconstruction of the evidence for the deposits isolated on the eastern (Area 1)
and western (Area 2) sides of the lower terrace, as well as the upper terrace (Area 3) (Figs. 10a–
b, 12). My use of these three areas to structure the analysis is not arbitrary, but reflects other
scholars’ focus on these locations as activity areas in the initial excavations and subsequent
publications.902 First and foremost, it was the nature of the primary documentation and
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publication that determined how I approached the reconstruction for these three areas.903 The
intertwined interpretations of deposition for the deposits from these areas make it necessary to
structure my low-level analysis—the reconstruction of the evidence for named deposits—using
these distinct divisions. In the publications, the analysis of the stratigraphy and assemblages
from the terraces was structured chronologically; my low-level reconstruction of the evidence is
structured around the documentation of distinct areas and levels in the excavations.
The western side with the Temple of Hera Akraia and the West Court were excavated first
(Area 2); then, the excavations were expanded to the eastern side of the terrace, where the altar,
paving, stoa, and apsidal building were uncovered (Area 1). For Area 1, I discuss the
stratigraphy in relation to three major named deposits, the Helladic, Geometric, and Fibula
Deposits (Chapter 6). My analysis centers around the in-depth reconsideration of the evidence in
the area below the paving around the Triglyph Altar, as this area was associated with the
Geometric Deposit and is the most extensively documented. Then, for Area 2, I discuss the
stratigraphy in relation to two major named deposits, the Hera Akraia and Southeast Deposits
(Chapter 7). The lack of direct association of the votive deposits with a sanctuary and the
dismissal of the finds from the deposits as “disappointing… inferior in quality and restricted in
character” means that my analysis is structured around compiling limited evidence for deposition
ranging in date from the Archaic to the Roman period.904 Despite Area 1 being excavated later, I

at Perachora has governed the interpretation of votive deposits, dedicatory practices, and
occupation phases in these areas.
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address this area first as these deposits represented the earliest occupation and were addressed
first by Payne in his synthesis of the stratigraphy for publication. I then synthesize the evidence
for deposition from Areas 1 and 2 as part of my reconstruction of depositional episodes for the
lower terrace; the close association between the two areas makes it beneficial to consider the
evidence as part of a single, unified chapter and allows me to draw correlations between the
layers on the lower terrace that can be classified as depositional episodes (Chapter 8).
In structuring my reconstruction of the evidence for the upper terrace, I differ from my
treatment of the lower terrace in that I combine the low- and medium-level analysis in Chapter 9.
This decision was informed by the excavation methods employed on the upper terrace, as well as
the resulting documentation. The votive deposits on the upper terrace were initially associated
with a sanctuary to Hera Limenia, and the analysis of the finds and stratigraphy was framed
around a singular interest in this structure. In addition, the area was extensively modified and
disturbed in the Hellenistic period, causing Payne to focus on extrapolating the stratigraphy from
select undisturbed areas. These factors, as well as the limited documentation of the numerous
small pits used to excavate the area, make it more difficult to divorce the low- and medium-level
inferences for the terrace. Certain votives are more extensively documented, but the discussion
of context overall is more piecemeal. As a result, for Area 3, I discuss the stratigraphy for three
named deposits, including the Sacred Pool, Egyptian Pit, and Limenia Deposit, and reconstruct
the depositional episodes for the upper terrace as part of a single chapter (Chapter 9). I also use
the available evidence for deposition on the upper terrace to reassess how this data set, when
taken in conjunction with the evidence from the lower terrace, changes several accepted
interpretations of the relationship between deposition and the function of the two areas.
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My reconstruction of the depositional evidence for the named deposits on both terraces
synthesizes the information found in the primary publications and archival record.
Interpretations of the stratigraphy drawn from the excavations are often extrapolated or
synthesized for larger areas, or for whole deposits, especially when the information for the levels
is lost or lacking. The current state of analysis of the deposits and strata from specific periods
assumes uniformity, or disturbance, only building upon or altering the initial interpretations
when the evidence dictates it is necessary to do so. However, I argue that by regrouping the
discussion of the stratigraphy in respect to deposits and areas, it is possible to establish how the
evidence is used to draw these broader conclusions and determine whether these claims for
deposition can be substantiated in respect to individual deposits and depositional episodes.
In the following chapters, I do not examine the chronological association between deposits or
the deposits association with a specific occupation phase, but rather reevaluate the interfaces
between deposits, which inform our understanding of morphological and compositional
similarities and differences resulting from depositional practices. After compiling the evidence, I
address previously unexamined depositional patterns as part of the reconstruction of depositional
episodes. I argue that shared attributes (i.e., artifact density, type, dispersal, association, and
state of preservation) may reflect similar depositional practices. My interpretations of the
evidence for patterning, which are derived from the reconstruction of the relationships between
distinct depositional episodes, address elements such as the relationships between layers, the
nature of the assemblage (object type and concentration), object dispersal/grouping, object
placement or orientation within the deposit, and fragmentation. While these aspects have been
explored previously, the evidence has not been considered as a means of conducting a broad
scale reconstruction of a site’s depositional history.
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Chapter 6. The Eastern Area of the Lower Terrace (Area 1): The Geometric Deposit,
Helladic Deposit, and Fibula Deposit
6.1. Introduction
The Geometric, Helladic, and Fibula Deposits were all identified on the eastern side of the
lower terrace (Area 1); no similar concentrations of early materials were identified elsewhere on
the upper or lower terrace.905 In addition, no later votive deposits or distinct layers were
identified in Area 1, making these named deposits the focus of excavations on the eastern side of
the terrace. My review here focuses on the reconstruction of these deposits and the associated
stratigraphy.
For these three deposits, I reconstruct the evidence for the extent/bounds, content, manner of
disposal, stratigraphy, and other archaeological attributes. I reconstruct each deposit based on
publications (6.2) before I consider the archival record (6.3). Starting with the evidence from the
publications allows me to correlate these interpretations with the documentation of deposits and
stratigraphy in the field notebooks. Their classification in the publications was predominantly
established post-excavation; denoting the differences in the descriptions from the drawings and
notes provides insights into their identification during excavations.906 My reconstruction shows
that the most information is available for the Geometric Deposit, specifically for the area around
the altar, but also reflects the importance of related episodes for understanding this deposit. For
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instance, as my outline of the archival material reflects, the excavation of the area around the
altar was documented as part of several sections, including the pit to the south (South Altar Pit),
the pit to the west (Southwest Altar Pit), and the pit to the west (West Altar Pit).907 Mapping the
extent of levels across and within these pits allows me to more concretely discuss deposition for
Area 1. I also address the general stratigraphy and excavation of the architecture,
contextualizing how the broader interpretation of the site has informed and altered interpretations
of the deposits (6.4). As the final stage of analysis, I address the depositional assemblages that
can be reconstructed; I review aspects of the depositional assemblages such as what range of
objects can be attributed to an area, the concentration of the materials, and the state of
preservation (6.5).
6.2. Reconstructing Area 1: The Publications
Over the course of several excavation seasons, the excavation of the eastern side of the lower
terrace revealed the altar, pebble paving, stoa, staircase, and Geometric temple (also referred to
as the apsidal building/Hera Akraia I) (Figs. 27–29).908 The investigations below the architecture
revealed Bronze Age and early Iron Age artifacts.909 Elucidating the nature of the remains and
the relationship between these earlier phases and the later 6th century B.C. sanctuary became one
of Payne’s objectives in Perachora I.910 His analysis centered on the Geometric Deposit, which
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was identified directly below the altar and paving and to the north of the temple foundations
(Figs. 30–31a–b); the Helladic and Fibula Deposits were both interpreted as deposits providing
insight into the emergence and abandonment of the Geometric cult center.911
My reconstruction of the evidence seeks to clarify the stratigraphic relationships in Area 1,
which requires considering the association made between these three deposits in the primary
publications. Payne introduced the term ‘Geometric Deposit’ to refer to the concentration of
Geometric materials identified as dedications from the nearby Geometric temple.912 The deposit
contained materials associated with the early development of the site as a sacred center,913 and
was classified as both a votive deposit and closed deposit.914 Payne made a distinction between
this larger deposit and the surrounding materials. However, the Helladic Deposit was isolated
from roughly the same area as the Geometric Deposit; in some areas, Helladic and Geometric
materials are identified as part of a mixed layer resulting from the disturbance of the Helladic
layer in association with the formation of the Geometric levels.915 Descriptions of the evidence
and layers from both the Helladic and Geometric Deposits make it difficult to determine if all the
mentions in the publications refer to evidence that can be attributed to a single deposit or is
indicative of multiple deposits of contemporary date.916 Payne also isolated the Fibula Deposit
within the interior of the Geometric temple as a distinct deposit despite its association with the
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Geometric occupation phase. As a result, the Helladic and Fibula Deposits, as well as the
references to other surrounding stratigraphy are utilized in the discussion of the sanctuary’s
Geometric phase.
I reconstruct the depositional evidence for the instances of deposition on this side of the
terrace from the primary publications first as this allows me to compile the data set necessary to
use the archival material to supplement our understanding of the synthesized evidence. My
analysis is centered on the Geometric Deposit, as it is the best documented deposit due to
Payne’s classification of the feature as a votive deposit and his focus on the Geometric
occupation phase in Area 1, and then moved to the Helladic and Fibula Deposits.917 I focus on
the evidence available for deposition, drawing low-level inferences about the data set.
6.2.1. The Geometric Deposit
The preliminary investigations on the eastern side of the terrace were not undertaken until the
end of the third excavation season (1932), and were expanded in the fourth season (1933) to
systematically explore the architecture and expose the area below the pebble pavement and
foundations of the altar.918 The clearing of the area revealed evidence for the Geometric
occupation of the terrace as a sacred center in the form of the apsidal structure classified as a
temple and a concentration of votives identified as a temple deposit.919 The deposit–preserved
below the altar and paving–is described by Payne as a “thick stratum” containing a concentration

917

Payne 1940, pp. 27–77. The analysis in the publication centers on the Geometric Deposit. As
was addressed in Part I, Chapter 5, the absence of analysis for the later periods is a result of
Payne’s death, and the failure of the emergence of a third excavation volume focused on these
phases of occupation.
918
BSA 1931–1932, p. 260; 1932–1933, pp. 212–213; Payne 1932, p. 242. The discussion of the
levels above was minimal, but I review the available evidence as part of the outline of the
deposits and stratigraphy in relation to the architecture (6.4).
919
BSA 1932–1933, p. 213; Payne 1940, pp. 27–28.
220

of Geometric votives.920 The isolation of the feature, classified as the Geometric Deposit,
operated on the premise that the later paving served to seal-off and preserve the Geometric finds
as part of a closed deposit (Fig. 30).921 However, not all of the level defined as part of the
deposit was below the paving; a portion of the Geometric Deposit was excavated between the
north wall of the Geometric temple and the rock cliff (Figs. 30–31b).922 Investigations focused
on identifying the extent and nature of the Geometric remains, but no plan shows the extent of
the Geometric level excavated in Area 1.923 Geometric Deposit is used here to refer to the
entirety of the Geometric phase excavated below the paving and around the temple foundations,
as this was the association employed by Payne.
I first outline the Geometric Deposit in respect to the architecture, as the association of the
bounds established for the Geometric Deposit with the architecture frames our understanding the
stratigraphy documented for the deposit and the synthesis of the evidence from specific
excavation seasons. The Geometric Deposit on the lower terrace was excavated in three main
areas through targeted excavations: 1) the removal of the triglyph altar,924 2) the removal of the
pebble pavement below and to the east and west of the altar, and 3) the excavation of a narrow
(1.5–2 m) trench along the southern edge of the pebble pavement (Figs. 29–30).925 These

920

Dunbabin 1962, p. 5; Payne 1940, pp. 28–30.
BSA Archive PER 5; Payne 1940, pp. 31–32. The focus on the Geometric Deposit as a closed
deposit below the paving is evident in the documentation of the 1933 excavations in PER 5 and
in the synthesis of the evidence in Perachora I.
922
Payne 1940, pp. 27–30.
923
The nature of the finds caused Payne to conclude that the remains were dedications from a
temple and prompted interest in locating the structure. The exposure of the apsidal structure
identified as the temple did not occur until after the removal of the Chapel of St. John. A
significant portion of the Geometric Deposit had already been excavated at this stage.
924
Payne 1940, p. 28. The removal of the altar is only mentioned briefly in Perachora 1. For
drawings of the triglyph altar in association with its removal see BSA Archive PER 5, pp. 3–6.
The removal of stones is marked by hatching (BSA Archive PER 5, p. 5).
925
Payne 1940, p. 28.
921

221

targeted excavations were conducted as part of the preliminary investigations into the area in the
third excavation season, as well as in conjunction with the removal of the Chapel of St. John in
the fourth excavation season (Fig. 32).926 The chapel was removed and rebuilt in a different
location, as its proximity to the altar had prohibited further excavation of the area around the
altar (Fig. 27).927 While the Chapel was being relocated, investigations to the south of the altar
and below the foundation blocks of the pavement to the west uncovered the extent of the stratum
of Geometric materials, with a number being identified as votives.928 As part of these
investigations, the altar was removed, and later reconstructed, to facilitate the excavation of the
votive deposit below.929
The excavations below the chapel revealed foundations identified as being associated with
the Geometric Deposit.930 It was the presence of Geometric pottery in the foundation matrix and
the discovery of votives in the nearby deposit that led Payne to argue “only one conclusion was
possible: the wall was that of a Geometric Temple of Hera Akraia”.931 The remains of this
Geometric temple were roughly 2 m below the surface level associated with the chapel; the fill
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above the foundations is identified by Payne as “wash” accumulating from the upper terrace on
top of the pebble paving.932 With the exception of the section excavated below the chapel, the
documentation of the extent of wash elsewhere is vague.933 The layers above the Geometric
temple are treated as contiguous to the fill excavated above the stoa and pebble paving.934
Payne’s general treatment of the fill as later, insignificant accumulation, rather than a cultural or
occupation layer, limited discussion of the materials from the levels above the Geometric
structure in the publications.
As Payne focuses on the Geometric occupation of the terrace, establishing the bounds of the
Geometric Deposit provides the best starting point for reconstructing the stratigraphy isolated in
the area of the altar and temple.935 When referring to the Geometric Deposit, Payne is using the
classification to encapsulate all the levels below the paving associated with the Geometric
period, ranging from the construction to the occupation to the abandonment of the Geometric
temple.936 The broad stratum associated with the deposit covered the flat, relatively open surface
of the eastern side of the terrace, which was 17 m (east to west) by 5 m (north to south).937 To
the east, the deposit was traced to the western edge of the stoa, but the extent to the west was not
as clearly defined.938 The deposit is described as petering out along the western edge of the
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pavement, near the eastern end of the 6th century temple.939 It is unclear how far the deposit
extends to the north in the area to the west of the altar; this area is discussed as being slightly
disturbed.940 The deposit’s most extensive section was directly below the Triglyph Altar and
surrounding pavement; the concentration of votives was documented as thickest below and
directly to the south and west of the altar, ranging in depth between 1–1.2 m below the
foundations,941 and in the area neighboring the altar, particularly where pebble pavement was
preserved.942 The deposit was relatively undisturbed where it was sealed off by these features
and discussions indicate that this is the portion that caused Payne to refer to the feature as a
closed deposit.943 Payne conflated the Geometric level to the north of the temple foundations,
between the architectural remains and the cliff face, with the remains from the Geometric
Deposit excavated below the pebble pavement (Fig. 30).944 The Geometric materials were
concentrated outside the foundations and Payne argued they were a continuation of the original
spreading of the layer around the entire Geometric structure; the association of the two sections
of the layer was disturbed by the later building phase associated with the paving.945 This raises
questions about the closed nature of the deposit.
During the excavations below the chapel, the north foundation wall of the Geometric temple
was fully exposed, but the southern wall was completely absent; the extent of the building is
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based on the presence of boulders extending roughly 6 m to the south, which are interpreted as a
bedding/fill laid down prior to the accumulation of the votive deposit or the construction of the
building.946 Geometric sherds and carbonized materials were both in-between and on top of the
boulders; accumulation of these materials in conjunction with votives is linked to deposition of
remains associated with the occupation and cleaning out of the structure, causing Payne to
conclude that the boulders were exposed when accumulation began around the structure.947 This
was one of the elements used by Payne to further support his interpretation of the two portions of
the layer to either side of the temple as part of the same deposit.
While the finds from the Fibula Deposit on the interior of the temple are emphasized as
distinct from the Geometric Deposit accumulating outside the structure, the structure’s
abandonment and collapse is discussed in relation to the Geometric Deposit.948 Payne argued
that the Geometric Deposit contained fragments of the floor originally associated with the final
occupation phase of the structure.949 Excavations within the partially preserved interior of the
Geometric structure revealed no clearly preserved floors.950 Lumps of desiccated whiteish clay
were tentatively identified as floor or plaster.951 Payne’s description of the fragments as isolated
to the upper layer of the Geometric Deposit supports his argument that the floor deteriorated
later, after the abandonment and possible clearing out of the structure, and was then incorporated
into the upper layer of the deposit.952 According to this description of the stratigraphy, the debris
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from the temple was introduced towards the end of the Geometric Deposit’s formation as a result
of the destruction or collapse of the building.953 Payne mentions evidence of later disturbance
associated with the collapse, but does not outline what evidence he is referring to.954 Despite
being associated with the deposit, the placement of the floor fragments on top of the
concentration of votives outside the temple is attributed to wash.955 Payne argued that due to
degradation of the structure’s southern wall and the topography of the site, the collapse of the
temple resulted in the majority of building debris being scattered down the slope toward the
sea.956 He proposed that the building’s collapse was the cause for its abandonment, attributing
the degradation of the structure to its exposure to flood-water and wash funneling down from the
upper terrace.957
Payne used the evidence outlined above to create a narrative of the relationship between the
deposit and the Geometric temple that established a general timeline and cause for the formation
of the deposit, proposing that the greater part of the Geometric Deposit formed prior to the
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collapse of the temple.958 The deposit is discussed as having little chronological stratification
due to the slope of the area and subsequent disturbances;959 according to Payne, “owing in part
doubtless to the slope, which prevented sherds from taking a fixed position once they were
thrown out of the temple, but largely due to the leveling in the 4th century B.C., the strata of the
deposit showed no consistent character”.960 Payne here reveals two aspects of interest: 1) that
the deposition is attributed to the disposal of remains from the interior of the temple as rubbish
being thrown out during the occupation of the structure and 2) that the deposit consists of
multiple strata and disturbances that were not worth isolating due to the general chronological
conformity of the assemblage and the original association of the objects with an activity center.
Payne focused on the use of the objects from the deposit to date and interpret the
archaeological context–namely the occupation and function of the terrace during the Geometric
period. This approach is further evidenced by the fact that when discussing the deposit in the
publications, it is the objects, rather than the stratigraphy, that are emphasized.961 His discussion
of the deposit in the publication reflects that the feature was not excavated as a single unit;
rather, the levels and areas containing votives dating to the Geometric period were identified and
then the evidence was synthesized in the subsequent analysis.
6.2.2. The Helladic Deposit
Evidence for Helladic occupation at Perachora was identified as part of a stratified layer
below the Geometric remains, which was classified as the Helladic Deposit.962 In contrast to the
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Geometric Deposit, the Helladic Deposit was not studied in its own right, but was used to
illuminate the secular occupation of the site and its transition to a sacred center. The focus on
the two deposits’ interrelation—in particular on how the creation and disturbance of portions of
the Helladic Deposit was or was not linked to the Geometric Deposit—makes it impossible to
divorce the reconstruction of the two features herein. Instead, my review of the Helladic Deposit
here draws on the use of the deposit in interpretations of the general development and function of
the sanctuary, as well as the Geometric activity.
Although the Helladic Deposit is the earliest deposit identified on the lower terrace, its
documentation comes from the references to the level in the general overview of the occupation
of the site, or in the analysis of the Geometric Deposit.963 The Early Helladic materials,
predominately domestic sherds from the EH I–II, were interpreted as evidence for the secular
occupation of the eastern side of the terrace, possibly by several houses; no evidence for these
structures survives.964 The deposit is also discussed as evidence for the space’s transition from
secular to sacred; Payne viewed the mixing of Helladic and Geometric materials in some sections
of the deposit as indicative of the leveling and disturbance of the earlier deposit during the
Geometric reorganization of the area.965 In several places the Helladic materials rest directly on
top of a thin layer of virgin soil or are in contact with the rock below; this association caused
Payne to conclude that the area was also cleared and leveled during the Early Helladic period.966
The bounds of the Helladic Deposit are not outlined in a concrete manner; the discussion of
the extent of the deposit is often linked to its association with the Geometric Deposit, but the

963

Payne 1940, pp. 20–21, 31–32, 51–53.
Payne 1940, pp. 29–30, 51. The sherds date to the EH I and EH II, with limited evidence from
the EH III down through the Geometric period.
965
Payne 1940, p. 29.
966
Payne 1940, p. 51.
964

228

finds are discussed separately.967 For Payne, the relation between the two deposits was clear-cut:
the Geometric Deposit formed directly over the abandoned, then leveled Helladic remains; this
association is most clearly represented by the depiction of the two layers on a section plan
showing the area around the altar (Fig. 30).968 The Geometric Deposit is drawn using vertical
hatching while the Helladic (labeled as Prehistoric) Deposit is shown using diagonal hatching.969
Portions of the Helladic Deposit were isolated under the Geometric Deposit to the north of the
Geometric temple foundations and in the area around the Triglyph Altar. Much like the
Geometric Deposit, the section of the deposit to the north of the temple foundations is identified
as part of the same deposit as the remains below the altar; this is supported by the connection of
the layers in the cancelled plan, which I discuss below in my overview of the archival materials
(Fig. 31a–b).970
The portion of the Helladic Deposit directly below and to the south and west of the Triglyph
Altar is the most thoroughly defined area of the deposit due to the fact that it is discussed as the
best preserved portion.971 Payne refers to this as a “clean deposit,” meaning an area
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uncontaminated by the Geometric building phase.972 The plan shows how the interruption of the
layer can be linked to the fact that the Helladic Deposit was cut through by several later
architectural elements, including the foundations of the Geometric temple, the 6th century B.C.
pebble pavement, and the stairs leading to the upper terrace (Fig. 30).973 Payne’s limited
discussion of the deposit’s extent is linked to his dismissal of the deposit and associated
assemblage as a largely uninformative, doing little to inform our understanding of Helladic
assemblages or the cult center’s ensuing practices.974
As is evidenced by the plan and discussion, the Helladic layer was below a layer of
Geometric materials, but the association of the two deposits is interrupted in some areas by the
presence of the mixed layer.975 The mixing of the two layers is shown in the area immediately to
the south of the pebble pavement and the altar, as well as to the south of the undisturbed portions
of the EH I materials.976 The mixed layer’s extent is hard to see on the published plan as it is
represented by slight overlap in the two types of hatching and there is a lack of division line
between the mixed and stratified portions of the two deposits (Figs. 30–31a).977 Despite the
limited direct discussion of the evidence in the publication, the mixed layer itself was integral to
interpretations of the terrace’s occupation, as well as the interpretation of the layers above and
below. Payne interpreted the leveling of the lower terrace for the Geometric temple’s
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construction as disturbing the earlier deposits and causing portions of the Helladic Deposit to be
representative of a secondary context; he argued that the debris from this leveling activity was
spread across the lower terrace and thrown down the slope into the sea.978 No Helladic building
remains were preserved, causing Payne to attribute the destruction of any earlier structures and
associated occupation phases with the construction of the Geometric temple.979 Aside from the
mixing of portions of the Helladic layer and the absence of earlier architecture, Payne identified
this leveling activity as being evidenced by the fact that the foundations of the Geometric temple
rest on virgin soil;980 the foundation trench for the temple cut through the levels associated with
the Early Helladic occupation of the terrace, while other portions of the deposit are referred to as
undisturbed (Fig. 30).981
In the analysis of the prehistoric pottery, the materials from the deposit near the altar are
contrasted with a deposit identified as being located under the steps at the west end of the
chapel.982 No portion of the Helladic Deposit is identified at the western end of the chapel;
instead the section drawings and the mention of the steps indicate that Payne is referring to the
portion of the deposit preserved to the east, beside the temple foundations and below the steps
(Figs. 24, 30, 32).983 This section of the deposit, which contained a concentration of materials
from the EH II, is described as the “chief deposit” from this period.984 This classification reflects
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Payne’s interest in the section that contained the largest concentration of datable, identifiable
domestic pottery from this earlier phase of occupation.985 The concentration of materials
described in this section is different from that excavated in the other two areas, as is
demonstrated by the presence of obsidian blades and sherds from the Early Helladic II.986
Unfortunately, the nature of the assemblage and its association with the deposit remains
relatively undiscussed outside the context of the Geometric Deposit and this brief catalogue of
objects.
6.2.3. The Fibula Deposit
The Fibula Deposit, which contained a concentration of metal objects, was excavated in the
area of the Geometric temple.987 Although the deposit is not shown on any of the site plans, the
finds from the area were attributed to the deposit in the catalogue of Geometric materials.988 The
assemblage was conflated with other metal small finds from the Geometric Deposit, making it
difficult to establish from the publications the manner of excavation, extent of the deposit, or
character of the assemblage. Unlike the other Geometric remains, the clustering of materials
associated with the floor of the temple was not interpreted by Payne as a votive deposit, but as
finds buried in conjunction with/after the abandonment of the structure.989 I address the Fibula
Deposit here as it represents a distinctly different instance of deposition isolated from the same
area as the Geometric Deposit and its presentation in the publication differs drastically.
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While we can reconstruct several aspects of the Geometric Deposit using the primary
publications, the same is not true for the Fibula Deposit. Although identified by Payne as a
named deposit in Perachora I, it is addressed in a single short paragraph and is not illustrated in
any of the drawings.990 As a result, the deposit is largely dismissed as problematic, without
sufficient documentation to support it being singled out by Payne; the Fibula Deposit is included
here to illustrate issues with dismissing a deposit based on the lack of published evidence for the
feature.991
It is in his catalogue of the bronzes from the Geometric Deposit that Payne singles out a
Fibula Deposit, or a small concentration of fibulae and other metal objects.992 Although its form
and location is not established on any plans in the primary publications, the deposit is located
approximately 1.5 m south of the northern foundation of the Geometric temple (Fig. 33a–b).993
A rough approximation of the location of the deposit by Menadier is indicated by hatching of the
area above the back wall of the stoa, which is 1.5 m south of the interior of the foundations (Fig.
33a).994 Despite accurately showing the potential area associated with the deposit, she identifies
the general area without clarifying what assumptions were made to determine the location, or
how this was informed by assumptions about the deposit’s form and size. Its placement above
the back wall associated with the altar and paving goes against that of Payne’s, who linked it
with the area of the interior of the temple; he states that the objects, which were level with the
top of the temple foundations, must have been left clustered on the temple floor at the time of the
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abandonment of the structure.995 Payne’s placement of the deposit at this level and within
structure indicates it was located in the open area between the north foundation wall and the back
wall of the stoa. This reconstruction is supported further if the l.5 m is assumed to have been
measured from the exterior, rather than interior of the temple foundations (Fig. 33b). Although a
slight adjustment, the shift in location associates the deposit more solidly with the structure’s
abandonment by distancing it from the 4th century B.C. renovations of the area. I return to this
association in my analysis of the evidence for the deposit from the archival record, but note it
here, as this is the only depositional information provided for the deposit in the primary
publications.
6.3. Reconstructing Area 1: The Archival Record
The classifications used for deposits and stratigraphy in the PER notebooks were altered
extensively in discussions of the stratigraphy and deposits in the final publication. For instance,
the pebble pavement was referred to as “terrazza” and the excavation units as “pits”.996 In one
drawing, the excavated area is identified as “Pit under terrazza: W. of Altar”; another drawing
refers to excavations at the “SW corner of terrazza”.997 These titles served as designations
distinguishing the location being excavated; the units were not referenced, but were treated as
part of the Geometric Deposit in the publications. Similarly, descriptions of the layers outlined
in the field notebooks, often referring to changes at specific depths, are not used in the
publications. Examples of the descriptions of layers include: burnt stratum, surface layer, white
layer/earth, finds (list of object types/clusters), thick layers of sherds, sandy layer, earth and
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loose bits of plaster, etc.998 Scholars have noted the lack of description of soil types in respect to
deposits as a major critique of Perachora’s documentation, but these references are indicative of
Payne’s acknowledgment and use of different substrates in interpreting the stratigraphy.999 For
instance, the burnt stratum, which is actually the same moniker used to refer to several different
burnt layers across the site, is discussed extensively in the notebooks and then is not discussed in
the publication of the lower terrace; instead, evidence for burning is predominantly mentioned as
part of the documentation of burning on ceramics or architecture.1000 Similarly, the span of
layers is documented in the field notebooks, but not outlined in the publications; for instance, the
burnt stratum is associated with the range 0.75–1.25 m in two different areas.1001 However,
conflating these references with the publication requires reviewing the materials
comprehensively and using this knowledge base to reconstruct these associations.
I review the evidence from the archival record below with a view to clarifying what evidence
is available for the three named deposits in Area 1– including the documentation of location, soil
type, and depths distinguishing layers and finds.
6.3.1. The Geometric Deposit
Reconstructing the expanse of the Geometric Deposit is complicated by both its absence on
plans in the primary publications and the difficulty in establishing the evidence attributed to it.
As outlined above, the publications suggest that the majority of the evidence documented for the
feature can be confined to Area 1, and more specifically to the area around the altar (Figs. 27,
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34a–b).1002 My overview of the documentation of the excavations around the altar serves to
establish a point of comparison for the subsequent consideration of the evidence for the
excavation of Area 1 in the archival record. The documentation of the area in the field
notebooks predominately pertains to the portion of the Geometric Deposit around the altar, and
the excavation of the area was conducted and documented using excavation units referred to as
pits;1003 several of these pits are documented in the form of both notes and section drawings in
PER 5. My reconstruction starts by focusing on a section drawing that documents the area of the
South Altar Pit and then builds outward to address the additional documentation from the
excavation of the Southwest and West Altar Pits, as well as the expansion of the excavations
across the terrace.1004
6.3.1a. South Altar Pit
The rough sketch of the South Altar Pit drawn by Payne in the 1933 season outlines the
layers excavated to the south of the altar (Fig. 35).1005 The span of levels is shown using lines
paired with numbers; the documentation also establishes the depth from the surface. The
inclusion of this information for the depths, while helpful, points to the lack of scale in the
depiction. This, combined with object sketches and labels on top of the section, indicates the
section is a post-excavation reconstruction of the area that Payne did to compile information,
rather than a to-scale reproduction of an exposed section of baulk. Despite these issues, the
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drawing provides information not outlined in the publication of the Geometric Deposit, making it
key for isolating and reconstructing stratigraphy within this section of the deposit. Additional
evidence for the area comes from a section drawing showing the altar’s southern end, which can
be compared to reconstructions of the altar itself (Fig. 36a–b).1006
Determining the extent of the area excavated is the first step in using this evidence.1007 The
Geometric Deposit is described as thickest in the area to the south and west of the altar, and
Figure 35 is labeled as documenting the area south of the altar.1008 The North/South directions
are labeled, and the orientation, with the stylobate and designation of north on the right and the
labeling to W. in the center, indicates the section is being drawn from the east.1009 The stylobate
blocks to the north are the best indicator of location, demonstrating that the section captures the
southern end of the altar stylobate. The evidence for the excavation of the area to the south,
where the pebble pavement was not preserved, provides further insight into the portion of the
Geometric Deposit excavated as the South Altar Pit (Figs. 29, 34). The surface level established
south of the stylobate in the section drawing is from the 1933 season, which is associated with
the removal of the Chapel of St. John and the targeted excavation around the altar.1010 The spans
measured in the drawing can be used to establish that the 1933 surface is roughly 1–2 cm below
the top of second stylobate block, or Block B; the full distance from the 1933 surface to the top
of the white layer is 48 cm and the distance from Block B (24 cm) and the other layers (23 cm)
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to the top of the white layer is 47 cm, leaving 1 cm unaccounted for (Fig. 35).1011 The fact that
the pavement is not noted in the section suggests that this is the area to the south of the altar
where the paving was not preserved; thus, the level represents the stopping point, only slightly
lower than the elevation of the abutting pavement and stylobate, that was established when
identifying the absence of the pavement.
In addition to this area’s excavation, the earlier notes in PER 5 include drawings of various
architectural fragments, indicating that excavation of the area to the north of the South Altar Pit
resulted in the discovery of the architectural remains from below the chapel and on top of the
pebble paving.1012 As Payne notes in the preliminary reports, the investigation using the narrow
trench to altar’s south–where the paving was absent–was contemporary with the relocation and
excavation of the soil left below the chapel.1013 Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the drawing
depicts the section of the deposit to the south of both the altar and pavement, which was
discussed as a targeted area of excavation in the publications.
The finds documented for the upper levels provide additional evidence for designating the
area as that to the south of the altar. In the publication, Payne notes that, due to the slope of the
terrace, little earth had accumulated over the area to the south of the altar and pavement.1014 The
presence of little earth and modern roof-tiles from the chapel at the top of a deposit containing
Geometric sherds caused him to argue that the upper layers not protected by the pavement had
suffered extensive disturbance.1015 In the drawing, at the uppermost level to the south of the
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stylobate block, the notes document “red tiles” and “R. glass” (Fig. 35).1016 Although Payne
does not discuss the modern tiles’ color elsewhere, the fact that he does not elaborate on the
glass, which is rare in the Geometric Deposit, indicates that this upper level is the layer from the
publication referred to as being contaminated by modern intrusions. The documentation
indicates that both the disturbed areas above and portion of the closed deposit below are shown
in the profile drawing.
Having used the evidence to establish the location of the section, I now consider the layers’
documentation in respect to this plan. In my review of the layers identified for the South Altar
Pit, I first address the levels established below the stylobate and pebble paving to the north, and
then evidence documented to the south. My approach is informed by the fact that several levels
are clearly isolated to the north, while to the south these levels are not concisely defined (Fig.
35).1017 The levels are all identified in the span below the stylobate; Payne sets out that the area
spans roughly 23 cm, subdividing it into three layers based on soil types: sandy, burnt, and
muddy.1018
The sandy soil is the uppermost layer and is designated from the other layers by a light
squiggly line; the depth is not established, but can be determined using the depths denoted for the
muddy level and the total depth of the three layers– the span of the three levels is 23 cm and the
sandy layer and burnt layer together span roughly 5 cm, meaning the muddy layer spans 18
cm.1019 There is no mention of a layer of sandy soil capping the Geometric Deposit in Perachora
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I.1020 Furthermore, sand is not mentioned in respect to the stratigraphy in the first or second
excavation volume.1021 In the drawing, the lower stylobate block is resting directly on top of this
thin layer of sandy soil, indicating the layer may be a fill for the setting of the stylobate
blocks.1022 Another reference to this layer comes from the notes on a section drawing of the
Triglyph Altar (Fig. 36a).1023 This drawing outlines the profile of the altar, documenting the
stones removed to facilitate the excavations in the area; the view shows the southern edge of the
altar’s preserved extent and the pebble paving preserved to the east, which is next to the end of
the paving to the altar’s south. The earlier date of the drawing indicates this may capture the
preliminary investigations of the surface of the altar and the area directly to the south.1024 In his
notes, Payne writes “and after very little sand, sherds;” this establishes the presence of sand
below the blocks in small amounts and then sherds directly below the sand.1025 This provides
further evidence for the sand layer’s presence below the entire altar, possibly associated with
leveling and construction. In addition, the reference to sherds offers evidence for the upper
levels of what would eventually be identified as the Geometric Deposit, supporting Payne’s
argument that the area defined as part of the deposit’s upper portion was in close association with
the altar, or a few centimeters below this surface.1026
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Returning to the levels on South Altar Pit’s north side, the layer below the level of sand is
labeled as burnt with a small, shaded square denoting the layer (Fig. 35). As mentioned above,
this level is less than 5 cm thick.1027 No addition information is provided for the burnt level, and
the shading makes it difficult to use the drawing to determine the level’s horizontal extent. The
18 cm level below the burnt layer is described as muddy; it is unclear what characteristics are
implied by Payne’s use of the term, but his division suggests a clear distinction between the mud
and burnt layers during excavation.1028
Similar to the upper sandy layer, neither layer nor soil type is discussed in the publication.1029
The two layers’ extent is also not established in respect to the section drawing; the only
additional documentation consists of finds attributed to the layers.1030 Brackets to the right are
used to denote finds; the association of the brackets suggests the remains were documented as a
single assemblage (Fig. 35). The evidence also shows that the documentation of assemblages
from specific layers is more thorough than has previously been acknowledged; although the
objects listed cannot be concretely assigned to one of the three layers, they can be isolated as
coming from this area delineated below the edge of the altar.
The level below these layers, measuring about 7 cm thick, is labeled as white (Fig. 35).
Along the edge of the northern side, where the layer is labeled, Payne writes, “wh[ite] ends here”
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and draws a squiggly line across to the south where the continuation/absence of the levels is not
clearly delineated.1031 This note insinuates that the layer did not extend across the entire area,
but by delineating where the layer would/should have continued, Payne indicates that the layer’s
extent was significant for understanding the adjacent area. The difference in the levels is further
denoted by the text below which states about the finds, “nearly all above the white where it
exists”.1032 The combination of references suggests that to the north, the votive remains are
concentrated above this white layer, and that the levels to the south differed in the broader
distribution of the finds. This is supported by the fact that in this area to the south, the arrows
used to represent the presence of the finds indicate that the layer containing finds extended to a
much deeper level than in the area where the white layer was present (Fig. 35). It is unclear
whether the finds from to the south were part of a muddy stratum, similar to the finds to the
north, as no soil type was mentioned for this area.
In addition to the four layers outlined below the stylobate, which are not present in the area to
the south, two lower layers are identified as spanning the entire pit: 1) a sandy layer, which
Payne denotes with cross-hatching; and 2) a mud layer (Fig. 35). The addition of later drawings
attributes finds to these levels, providing depths linked the materials.1033 The use of sand and
mud two describe the levels is indicative of similarities in composition, but no direct correlations
are drawn, making it impossible to use the notes to establish how the identifiers compare to the
discussion of the layers above. Overall, the differences in the documentation of the extent, soil
type, and content of these layers in the South Altar Pit indicate the presence of various layers
within this section of the Geometric Deposit.

1031

BSA Archive PER 5, p. 38.
BSA Archive PER 5, p. 38.
1033
BSA Archive PER 5, p. 38.
1032

242

6.3.1b. Southwest Altar Pit
The documentation of an adjacent pit, the Southwest Altar Pit, supports the continuation and
absence of layers identified in the South Altar Pit (Fig. 37).1034 This section, drawn on the
opposite page in PER 5, documents the levels uncovered by the extension of the excavations “a
little further west than opp[osite] page,” or to the west of the South Altar Pit;1035 the area is
almost adjacent, “about one foot at most” away.1036 The discussion of this pit as directly to the
west indicates that the area being excavated is the open area without paving to the west of the
South Altar Pit, or the southwest of the altar (Fig. 34b). When taken in context with the abutting
pit, the drawing and the notes for the section inform our understanding of the extent of the layers
in the area around the altar.
Both the lower sandy layer and the mud layer shown as continuing across the South Altar Pit
are depicted in this section drawing, suggesting the layers continued to the west and were easily
distinguished (Figs. 35, 37). The text outlines that the “mud begins at 61”; the subdivision is
clearly associated with the change from sandy to muddy soil (Fig. 37).1037 The notes describe the
concentration of the finds as sloping down, placing emphasis on the deposit’s changing depth.1038
This shows that the levels associated with soil types described to the north in the first profile
drawing (Fig. 25) were contiguous with the areas established to the southwest (Fig. 37), despite
some differences in the depth and thickness of the layers. The comparison of the depths supports
Payne’s argument that the level sloped down in this area. Above the sandy layer, no additional
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layers are outlined, indicating that, similar to the adjacent area to the east, the four upper levels
were not able to be distinguished here. However, despite the lack of representation of the white
layer in the section of the Southwest Altar Pit, the notes mention the presence of the white layer
in this area.1039 At 45 cm below the level of the paving, directly above the beginning of the
sandy layer at 46 cm, a white surface is outlined as being linked to a concentration of Geometric
sherds (Fig. 37).1040 The materials are identified as being on, not within the layer, paralleling the
outline of the white layer in the South Alter Pit, where concentrations of materials are outlined
both above and below the level.
The difficulty in tracing these layers as contiguous and the limited documentation have
perpetuated the perception of the stratigraphy from the area as both poor and poorly understood,
but these correlates suggest that Payne had adequately traced the relation of numerous layers and
associations that he did not include in the manuscript for the publication, resulting in the loss of
knowledge about these stratigraphic observations after Payne’s death.
6.3.1c. West Altar Pit
Several drawings in PER 5 provide additional documentation of the layers excavated around
the altar as part of the West Altar Pit (Figs. 38–42).1041 This area was outlined in the publication
as containing a large concentration of materials.1042 Based on Payne’s notes, all the depths
measured for the levels and objects in this pit were from the top of the stones; an additional 5 cm
would need to be added for to account for the thickness of the pebble pavement.1043 Payne’s
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emphasis on this aspect here supports the identification of the two other pits being located in the
area without paving. The documentation of these excavations further informs our understanding
of the layers outlined above for the South and Southwest Altar Pits.
The location and extent of the West Altar Pit can be confirmed using several of the plans
from PER 5. The first drawing documents the section excavated on April 27, 1933, when the
altar was still in place, but portions of the pebble pavement were being removed (Fig. 38).1044
Within this pit, two distinct areas are isolated as Sections A and B (Figs. 38–39): Section A is
narrow, extending further to the west than Section B, while Section B contains a column base
and is slightly wider (North to South) than Section A (Fig. 38). The excavation of the area to the
altar’s west in two sections suggests an interest in documenting differences in the stratigraphy
around the altar, even for such a small space. The stones shown are part of the paving to the
west of the altar, which were removed to allow the excavation of the area. The column base,
shown using hashed lines (Fig. 39), can be one of two columns: 1) the column at the
southernmost extent of the altar; or 2) the column to the north set back from the altar (Fig. 43a–
b). Associating the column base to the north with the foundation of the stylobate (altar plinth)
suggests the area depicted is the altar’s southwestern side (Figs. 36b, 38, 39). The areas to the
south of the altar are shown as “removed” prior to this, which is supported by the fact that the
exposed area to the south of the altar was excavated separately as part of the South Altar Pit in
the area’s preliminary investigations (Fig. 39b).1045
Layers visible in drawings of the area include the terrazza (typically shown as small circles at
the upper level to the right or left of the pit edge), boulders, a burnt stratum, and bedrock (Figs.
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38–42). This is significant as the layers differ sharply from those outlined to the south of the
pavement. The boulders, likely serving as foundation blocks below the paving, are shown below
Section B and to the west end of the pit (Figs. 40–41); the notes establish that the rocks were
large enough that they had to be broken up to be removed and the stones extended to the north
below the altar.1046 The section drawings of the area show that the boulders had a burnt stratum
below, which slopes downward and was approximately 10 cm thick in one area (Figs. 40–41).1047
The association was interpreted as evidence that the boulders were exposed when the votive
deposit began to accumulate in the area; this indicates both that in the area to the west the burnt
stratum continued and that the other layers identified to the south were not present or
delineated.1048
The burnt layer is identified at a depth of 70–75 cm in both a “top plan” and section (Figs.
40–41).1049 However, another drawing shows that the burnt layer below Section A was identified
at a depth of roughly 60 cm, while the layer sloped up towards Section B, starting at a depth of
roughly 30 cm (Fig. 38). Despite the differences in the identification of the layer’s depth, the
overall documentation reflects that it was at a higher elevation to the north and sloped down to
the south. The bedrock below section B is at roughly the depth of 119 cm, but appears to slope
upward toward the boulder, indicating that the slope of the level may have followed the area’s
topography (Fig. 41).
The drawings also include sections of the pit’s east and west ends, which show that the layers
differed in these two areas (Figs. 40, 42). At the west end of the pit, the area excavated is
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identified as spanning 1.5 m north to south and was excavated to a depth of roughly 1.25 m (Fig.
40).1050 Several large boulders are shown in the upper level, around 50 cm deep to the north and
75 cm deep to the south, which is similar to the levels shown below Section A in the other
drawings (Figs. 40–41). The boulders are documented as resting in a burnt stratum, which slopes
downward from the north to the south (Fig. 40); in the north the level starts at a depth of 50 cm,
while to the south the level does not start until around 75 cm.1051 The layer is identified as being
between 15–20 cm thick, and finds included Geometric sherds and spits.1052 The drawing of the
pit’s eastern end does not include the burnt layer or boulders; instead, the focus is on finds from
the lower layers of the area, or those at a depth of 122–132 cm (Fig. 42). The area is divided in
half by a dotted line indicating a difference in materials: to the south, the absence of spits is
noted, while to the north, spits and Geometric amphora fragments are listed.1053 Payne also
states “for point at which burnt had Argive one must see H. Zimbeli strata. It was under H. altar
blocks, which are higher”.1054 He is comparing the east end of the pit to the area further to the
east below the altar, arguing that the finds from the two area are indicative of a difference.1055
The notes focus on comparing the levels and finds from different areas of the deposit, but the
reference to specific zimbeli–storage baskets– suggests that containers from different areas and
levels were labeled using descriptors that were not utilized in the publications and are not always

1050

BSA Archive PER 5, p. 43.
BSA Archive PER 5, p. 43.
1052
BSA Archive PER 5, p. 43.
1053
BSA Archive PER 5, p. 44.
1054
It is probable that this title refers to zimbeli from several specific strata, which was only used
to refer generally to the association of the deposit, materials, and layers with the Temple of Hera
(Hera strata). This is an example of a title/reference that clearly made sense to the excavator and
had a clear association with the excavation of a deposit, but that cannot be associated with later
discussions or the standardized classifications in publications due to a lack of knowledge of the
relation of the reference to the storage and analysis of the excavated materials.
1055
BSA Archive PER 5, p. 44.
1051

247

preserved in the archival record. Although the extent of the burnt stratum remains unclear, the
depth of the layers discussed here differs sharply from the burnt stratum isolated in the South
Altar Pit at the upper levels; this suggests the presence of two distinct layers. Overall, the
documentation of the West Altar Pit presents different levels than were outlined for the other
areas of the Geometric Deposit excavated around the altar.
While all of the layers outlined here are absent from the publication, comparing the
documentation of finds demonstrates that these were the levels used to establish the assemblage
discussed as part of the Geometric Deposit. In other words, the documentation shows that the
synthesized stratigraphy presented in the primary excavation volume was a product of the
comparison and isolation of finds from at least three different pits used to excavate the area
around the altar; selections of the evidence were then used to draw conclusions about the
development of the sacred center in the Geometric period. This is supported by the fact that the
combined documentation of the votives from Area 1 identifies finds typical of the Geometric
Deposit including spits, gold rings, pins, a Geometric oinochoe, a glass bead, a scarab, an iron
tripod leg, terracotta architectural model fragments, and other Geometric sherds.1056 This list
parallels the overview of finds from Perachora I indicating that the stratum identified to the west
of and below the altar was one of the main contexts used to construct the assemblage emphasized
for the Geometric Deposit in the primary publication.
6.3.2. The Helladic Deposit
The Helladic Deposit is not clearly distinguished in any of the field notebooks.
References to prehistoric remains in the lower levels indicate that the feature was excavated as
part of the pits outlined for the Geometric Deposit above. The deposit’s presence was probably
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recognized and isolated in the field, but the documentation of the layers and finds does not
reflect this identification, which prohibits me from extensively reevaluating the evidence for the
Helladic Deposit independent from the Geometric Deposit. However, discrepancies in the
description of the two portions of the Helladic layer, particularly the relation of these levels to
one another and to the architecture, have raised questions about the dating in the area.1057 Their
descriptions, when taken into account with the archival documentation, inform our understanding
of the contradictory aspects of the Helladic Deposit’s documentation.1058
In the published section drawing, the portion of the Helladic Deposit to the north of the
temple foundations is thicker, extending above the height of the Geometric foundations (Fig.
30).1059 While there are issues with both the depth of the deposit and its link to the foundations’
dating and the downdating of some of the materials,1060 a detail in a canceled version of the
section drawing reflects that the change in the depth of the deposit was a later alteration
occurring after Payne’s death (Fig. 31a–b).1061 In the canceled version of the plan, the top of the
Helladic Deposit is below the level of the top of the foundations, with the bottom of the
Geometric Deposit extending slightly below the top of the foundations (Fig. 31b). The inclusion
of the blue dots/hatching at the bottom of the Geometric layer moving towards the modern road
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is used to denote the mixing of the Geometric and Helladic layers (Fig. 31a). This indicates that
the change was a result of reconsideration of the layer outside the field, likely in conjunction
with the finalization of the drawing for the publication.
In Payne’s manuscript, the Helladic layer is described as extending from a few centimeters
below the top, all the way to the bottom of the foundations; he also states that it was represented
on the south side of the wall, although in a lower concentration.1062 The extension of the layer is
indicative of its existence prior to the formation of the wall. This interpretation is supported by
Payne’s discussion of this area in a preliminary report; he states that the foundation was “laid in
a stratum of prehistoric pottery (predominately, at least, Early Helladic), but Geometric was
found at the level of its upper part, and the foundation itself is certainly Geometric”.1063 The
changes made to the drawing, taken in conjunction with Payne’s remarks and the earlier version
of the plan, suggest the alterations were a product of a misunderstanding of the levels, or rather a
loss of knowledge about the relationships between these levels during the subsequent analysis.
In the cancelled plan, both the Geometric and Helladic layers are colored blue to the north of the
temple, a detail which may explain the change in the extent of the Helladic layer in the published
plan (Figs. 30, 31a–b). Despite these discrepancies in the depiction of these layers, the
differentiation between the levels indicates that consideration was given to deposition in this
area; I return to this issue as part of the reconstruction of depositional episodes across the terrace
in Chapter 8.
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6.3.3 The Fibula Deposit
The Fibula Deposit cannot be distinguished on any of the drawings from the notebooks, but
the discussion of the finds in Payne’s manuscript does provide some insight into the information
removed or lost in the publication of the finds at the site.1064 Although Dunbabin’s overall
changes to the manuscript are minor and he acknowledges in the footnotes when he deviates
from or adds to the original text, the review of the catalogue of objects from the Fibula Deposit
shows that changes that are particularly important for understanding deposition at the site have
gone largely undiscussed.
Objects described as coming from the deposit include three fibulae, two iron fibulae bows, a
pendant from an earring, a silver earring, a disc from a spit, and two finger rings.1065 In the
manuscript, Payne notes that the larger collection of objects was found with the first two fibulae
identified in the deposit, which can be identified in Perachora I as pl. 17.19 and pl. 17.12.1066
The description of one of the fibulae is simplified in the publication; although the plate number is
left blank in the manuscript, the object’s description as 4 cm in length and having no sign of the
attachment of the pin confirms the association of the two catalogue entries with the same
object.1067 Another description identifies a fibula (pl. 17.10) as coming from the middle of the
deposit, but the object is described in the manuscript as being found 50 cm below the top of the
deposit.1068 This depth indicates that the deposit was not as small as the initial description
suggests and that Payne had documented the distribution and association of the finds in some
detail. Further evidence of this comes from the discussion of a finger ring. In his manuscript,
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Payne notes that the ring was found with a specific fibula; his inclusion of “Pl.” without a
number indicates he knew of the association and intended to denote it through the use of the
plate numbers, which had not yet been assigned.1069 This information was not available to
Dunbabin and the final publication only preserves a brief description of the finger ring and no
associations; the object is not even included in the plates.1070
Overall, the finds attributed to the Fibula Deposit in the arrival record differs slightly from
the publication; a hair ring, which is absent from the publication, is described as similar to
another hair ring from the Geometric Deposit, and the object is associated with a specific fibula,
which again is identified with a missing plate number.1071 The comparison of these descriptions
indicates how Payne’s death and the resulting changes to the unfinished manuscript affected the
information available for individual deposits and resulted in a loss of knowledge about specific
contexts and the association of materials within the larger assemblage.
The source of Payne’s information for the Fibula Deposit in the manuscript remains unclear.
To judge from the reconstruction of other areas of the Geometric Deposit, this documentation
was likely available in some concrete form, possibly as part of the descriptions of zimbeli or
other storage containers used to group the objects for transport and analysis at the museum. The
comparison also shows that object descriptions in the manuscript and notebooks differ from the
information presented in the final publication. This evidence highlights the problems with
dismissing deposits like the Fibula Deposit as poorly excavated and documented, showing that
there is still a need to investigate the insights that the legacy data from Perachora can provide.

1069

BSA Archive PER 18, p. 73.
Payne 1940, p. 73.
1071
BSA Archive PER 18, p. 73.
1070

252

6.4. The Architecture and Stratigraphy: The Excavation of Occupation Phases
Although my focus is on the documented named deposits, and thus earlier, deposits from the
lower terrace’s eastern side, one cannot ignore the impact of the architecture on the excavations
and our understanding of several occupation phases.1072 Prior to reconstructing the depositional
assemblages associated with the levels outlined based on the primary publications and archival
record, I address briefly the approach to the excavation of the architectural features on this side
of the terrace and several reconsiderations of the dating of the architecture around the altar,
particularly the pebble pavement and altar itself (Fig. 43a–b).1073 The objective of this overview
is twofold: 1) to outline the initial interpretations of these relationships, highlighting how these
aspects drove early approaches to the deposits and stratigraphy on the terrace; and 2) to address
the reinterpretations of the dating of the architecture and associated building phases at Perachora
with a view to establishing how this impacted the interpretation of these deposits.
Prior to outlining the evidence for specific occupation phases at Perachora, Payne describes
the topography and its impact on accumulation and preservation for the lower terrace.1074 The
terrace’s sloping south face, created by the collapse of the edge near the water, exposed some of
the lower levels covered by the accumulation of debris to the north.1075 The exposed layers
along this edge, especially a portion of the pebble pavement, served as a guide informing
Payne’s initial excavations.1076 Digging was directed to move from the exposed portion of the
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pavement to the south of the stoa into the hillside, or from the area with a lower elevation in the
south, to the area of higher elevation in the north (Fig. 44).1077 The difference in the depth of the
fill covering the remains is indicated by the fact that the pavement was visible at the southern
edge, while the back wall of the stoa to the north was covered by up to 7 m of soil.1078 As
outlined above, the paving served as a focal point for Payne in isolating the stratigraphy above
and below this surface, as well as for discussing the structures and activities associated with its
use.1079
In a preliminary report, Payne notes that trenches were cut into the steep slope to the east of
the 6th century temple and above the seashore,1080 with the aim of uncovering the pebble layer;
these are likely the same trenches described in the publication as being placed in the center of the
open area of the lower terrace–between the temple’s east end and the cliff.1081 The trenches were
only halted due to the level of the pavement being reached and resulted in the exposure of the
stylobate of the east-west arm of the L-shaped Stoa; the trenches initially hit on either side of the
“center” of this section of the stoa stylobate (Fig. 44).1082 The excavations were then expanded
to uncover the pavement’s extent around the stoa, as well as the altar (Figs. 44–46).1083 Evidence
from later periods of occupation was found, but with little evidence of specific activities or
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activity debris.1084 In the area of the stoa, an area from the exposed pavement’s southern edge to
the back wall of the stoa–a distance of roughly 7 m–was excavated as a single unit.1085 The
expansion of the trenches resulted in the upper levels on the terrace being excavated as an open
area.1086
Further investigation of the pebble pavement was conducted by clearing the area between the
stoa and the 6th century temple; the documentation focused on the finds and the relation between
the two areas (Fig. 47).1087 In the later part of the 1932 season, the investigations were expanded
to remove the elevated soil left between the stoa and the 6th century temple (Figs. 50–51a–b),1088
uncovering a continuation of the pavement, as well as the presence of the Triglyph Altar.1089 In
the area to the east of the 6th century temple, the discovery of the edge of the paving revealed a
gap between its western side and the eastern side of the temple (Figs. 44–45, 47). Several of the
full-scale in-progress excavation photographs show how the paving was fully exposed and then
more targeted excavations were conducted; for instance, the level where the pavers were absent
was initially brought level with the paving (Figs. 34, 46, 48), then brought to the bottom of the
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paving (Figs. 32, 45, 49), and then excavated more extensively (Fig. 47).1090 In the excavation of
the upper layers, Payne assumed that the materials being removed were largely contaminated
debris that accumulated after the lower terrace’s abandonment, particularly due to the collapse
and wash of materials from the upper terrace—an interpretation supported by the lack of
concentrated materials within the upper layers.1091
This limited discussion of the fill above the paving is due largely to the absence of deposits
containing votives;1092 Payne attributed this absence to the renovation of the terrace in the 4th
century B.C.1093 As outlined for the Geometric Deposit, the leveling of Area 1 for the creation of
the pavement disturbed the Geometric temple’s southern portion and associated votive deposit,
likely resulting in the incorporation of later materials into the upper layers of the disturbed
portion of the deposit.1094 Based on the later layers association with undisturbed sections of
Helladic and Geometric deposits, Payne argued that the 4th century B.C. building phase
obliterated the Archaic and Classical occupation phases and their associated votive deposits on
this side of the lower terrace.1095 Thus, the paving was used to explain both the absence of later
votive deposits and the well-preserved state of the Geometric Deposit, which allowed Payne to
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emphasize why he was focusing on the earlier deposit with dedicatory evidence rather than these
later architectural phases.1096
The remains identified from the area of the stoa above the pebble pavement are
predominantly architectural elements; however, the find spot for these materials is seldom
referenced in detail. Payne’s aim in the analysis of these fragments was to reconstruct the 6th
century temple and stoa, an objective that is evident in the focus on architectural style and
measurements in his drawings of remains in PER 2 and 5.1097 Similar to his treatment of the
architectural models as evidence for the Geometric temple, Payne focused on the architectural
elements in relation to the occupation phases and not their find context.1098 Despite this narrow
focus, some of the drawings and notes inform our understanding of the state of preservation and
distribution of the finds from these layers.
In the publication, much of the temple pediment, cornices, and frieze are identified as coming
from the considerable amount of fill that accumulated along the terrace’s northern side.1099 In
Perachora I, Payne outlines that a cornice block from the temple came from roughly 20 cm
above the pebble pavement below the chapel’s west end.1100 Payne also associated a fragment of
a fascia found between the two buildings with the architrave of the temple.1101 Other fragments
not from the temple include a possible fragment of an anta capital and a fragment of a frieze.1102
One sketch documents the tympanum fragment roughly 85 cm above the pebble pavement below
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the chapel’s corner (Fig. 50).1103 Photographs taken prior to the removal of the chapel show the
architectural remains stacked to the south, along the modern road, and to the north, around the
altar, as indicative of the amount of architectural remains found above the paving (Figs. 32, 51a–
b).1104 Payne interprets the fragmentary nature and broad dispersal of remains in the fill as
evidence for the destruction and dispersal of the temple remains overtime due to collapse, the
reuse as building materials, and to make lime.1105
Two drawings from PER 1 provide insight into the dispersal of architectural fragments and
other finds in the fill above the stoa and its collapse (Figs. 52–53). In the section drawing, seven
areas of interest are denoted (Fig. 52).1106 The uppermost line shows the original ground level;
the one column described by Payne as being left standing was excavated with the entire area of
the stoa in the 1932 season.1107 While the limited discussion of layers and indecipherable
handwriting make it difficult to reconstruct the area, the majority of finds being documented are
architectural.1108 Payne notes in the preliminary report that the structure’s entablature could be
reconstructed almost entirely due to the number of fragments found within the stoa, or rather the
fill above the stoa.1109 Above the drawing, Payne notes that “arch[tectural] terracottas” from the
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late 5th century B.C. were found in the fill at the stylobate and in the finer earth above it.1110 Also
at the level of the stylobate was a bronze hand from a life size statue.1111 Payne documents that a
life-size finger from a marble statue was found in the same area, near the east front of the
building.1112 Both of these fragments are lamented by Payne as evidence of the wealth of later
materials missing from the site, possibly due to looting and abandonment during the Roman
period.1113 In his interpretation, the stoa collapsed gradually after the abandonment of the site,
and the remains were quickly buried by wash from the upper terrace.1114 Signs of burning are
discussed by Coulton in his analysis of the Ionic half-columns and the pier fragments not
covered by the barrier—burning at the center of the stylobate was also noted by Payne.1115
Whereas Coulton attributes the burning to Mummius’s destruction of the area in 146 B.C., as
well as linking the reuse of entablature blocks in the north wall to repairs associated with a
cleaning out and reuse of the structure prior to its abandonment,1116 Payne argued that the fill in

drawing (p. 31) indicate an interest in the dispersal of remains in respect to the structure: 1) a
cornice block with 2 complete modillions (brackets); the fragment is level with top of the column
2) good piece of architectural terracotta palmette, in two pieces clean break; also at Level 2, but
further east, a good bronze coin in the fill with 3 architectural fragments, 3) 5th century B.C.
pottery rim, unusual type 4) large block from back wall, 1 m from surface and above highest
level of top of column, 5) Geometric Protocorinthian fragment 6) Hellenistic cup foot, 7) big
metope block, plaster above and half ionic column.
1110
BSA Archive PER 1, p. 30. See Coulton for further analysis of the date and style of the roof
terracottas from the stoa (1964, pp. 122–123). Coulton also notes that a number of the materials
excavated from the stoa were stored with materials from the West Court. The location/nature of
storage is unclear, but this reflects difficulty with assigning materials to specific structures that
were not fully analyzed by Payne.
1111
BSA 1931–1932, p. 261.
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BSA 1932–1933, p. 214.
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BSA 1932–1933.
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Payne 1940, p. 30. The abandonment is dated to the Roman period, specifically 146 B.C..
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BSA Archive PER 1, p. 30; Coulton 1964, pp. 112, 115.
1116
Coulton 1964, p. 131.
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the area was relatively unstratified and that the limited remains, particularly the absence of
votives, meant the fill provided no insights into the later occupation of the site.
Another section drawing outlines the area excavated between the 6th century temple and stoa,
but below the pebble pavement (Fig. 47): the temple’s eastern end is indicated by a foundation
block, while the area to the east shows the pebble pavement and foundation block.1117 The notes
below the drawing outline some of the finds and levels associated with the abutting sections
excavated as the pits outlined for the Geometric Deposit.1118 The area is identified as being a
little SW of the pit; this is a reference to the pit shown on the previous pages of the notebook,
namely, the West Altar Pit.1119 The drawing documents the excavation of the deposit between
the temple and stoa in the 1933 season, showing the surface level established for the pebble
pavement (Figs. 45, 47). At a depth of 50–60 cm, Geometric sherds are documented and some
of the sherds identified as Argive.1120 A new level is identified starting at a depth of around 90–
92 cm and extends to a depth of roughly 120 cm.1121 The contents documented by Payne from
120–130 cm suggest another change in level, with a Protogeometric cup and Mycenaean sherds
found mixed in with the Geometric materials.1122 The notes outline how the trench below the
stoa was connected with the Hera altar pit. The soil type is described as burnt mud, similar to
that outlined for the other areas of the Geometric Deposit; the presence of Geometric materials
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within the burnt level is identified at the depth of 52 cm from the top of the terrazza, allowing the
level to be traced at varying depths between these targeted excavations.1123 As with the area
directly around the altar, the discussion focuses on the levels below the pavement; the
documentation of the upper levels in Area 1 is limited, although not entirely absent.
In addition to these issues with the documentation and publication of stratigraphy, various
aspects of the record at Perachora were not fully published; in particular, the 6th and 4th century
B.C. building phases were not discussed extensively in the primary publications.1124 The
supplementary excavations in the early 1960s sought to provide insights into these occupation
phases.1125
Contrary to the initial association of the altar and paving with the 4th century B.C.
construction phase, two phases of the altar have been identified in the subsequent scholarship,
including a 6th century B.C. building phase associated with the Archaic temple, and a 4th century
B.C. renovation of the feature (Fig. 43a–b).1126 The steps constructed to the altar’s north, which
provide access to the upper terrace, are also associated with the altar’s first phase and were
renovated during this second construction phase.1127 This reassessment, alongside Coulton’s
analysis of the stoa and paving, provides significant reevaluation that informs our understanding
of the Geometric Deposit.
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The closer examination of the stoa undertaken by Coulton outlines how the stoa and pebble
paving within it were part of the same 4th century B.C. construction phase and summarizes the
evidence for the earlier presence of paving in the 6th century B.C.1128 Coulton distinguishes
between the rubble foundation under the paving in the stoa and the earlier floor of stone slabs in
the around the altar extending toward the temple; in the area around the altar, the pebble paving
was laid directly on top of these paving stones.1129 In other words, the 4th century B.C. phase of
the pebble paving is present outside the stoa; the layer extends around the altar, almost to the 6th
century temple.1130 The earlier paving was bonded directly into the altar foundations, indicating
that the floor dated to the earlier 6th century B.C. phases of renovations associated with the
temple and served to seal off the earlier Geometric Deposit; the 4th century B.C. renovations
likely had little to no impact on the area of the deposit around the altar, and the earlier floor
certainly predates the stoa and associated pebble paving.1131
Although large portions of the paving had been removed from around the altar in the primary
excavations, the paving within the stoa was left intact.1132 Coulton’s excavations on the lower
terrace also documented the layers below the paving in the area around the stoa; these
investigations revealed mostly Geometric and Archaic materials with no objects identified as
being of note.1133 The extent of the burnt layer identified below much of the paving in this area
remains unclear. Coulton briefly discusses the level, noting that while the layer may have
formed in conjunction with the larger building phase in the area, it was cut through by the
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foundation trench of the stoa and preserved below the rubble filling for its floor.1134 According
to his notes, the layer contained black earth and concentrations of miniature pot fragments; its
presence caused Coulton to associate it with the possible cleanup and leveling of the area prior to
construction.1135 The association of the 4th century B.C. rubble foundation with the burnt layer
suggests this may have been a different burnt layer than that isolated below the 6th century B.C.
altar and paving stones or that the disturbance of the layer due to these reconstructions was
minor. If this was the same layer, the expanse indicates the level covered almost the terrace’s
entirety.
The reevaluation of the phases around the altar is significant for my analysis as the 4th
century B.C. building phase was initially linked to the disturbance of the Geometric temple and
the associated deposit, but these activities must be reconsidered as part of earlier renovation on
the terrace associated with the construction of the 6th century temple. Using these reevaluations
and drawing on the evidence outlined for individual deposits and the general understanding of
the phases on this side of the terrace, it is now possible to reconsider how this evidence for
deposition informs our understanding of the associated assemblages.
6.5. Reconstructing the Depositional Assemblages: Spatial Distribution and Association
In the case of Area 1, the evidence necessary for the extensive reconstruction of distribution
and association for a depositional assemblage is only available for the Geometric Deposit,
making it the only deposit I revisit here.
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My review of the evidence from the publications shows that the insight provided into
deposition, clustering, or dispersal of objects in the Geometric Deposit is minimal. Due to the
focus on the finds for dating and individual objects as noteworthy, the distribution of the finds
from this deposit is discussed disparately. As a result, the documentation in the publication
predominantly consists of generalizing references, such as the attribution of votives to the upper,
middle, and lower levels of the Geometric Deposit; these subdivisions were not linked to any of
the layers documented in the field notebooks, or to specific depths/spans within the Geometric
Deposit.1136 Instead, these groupings provide a general sense of the finds’ distribution within the
deposit. For Payne, this was not problematic as the disturbance of portions of the Geometric
Deposit was expressed by the scattering of finds of various dates throughout the deposit, while
the preserved clustering provided evidence that some distribution was a product of specific
disposal or storage practices.1137 I argue that by comparing these references to the
documentation of objects in the archival record, we can draw some correlations between the
association of objects in the publications and specific depths and layers in the archival record.
The range of evidence and the various topics that the corpus is used to address make it
difficult to structure the discussion around the full corpus of objects from the deposit; this is
further complicated by the arbitrary mention of contextual details throughout both the archival
record and publications. Although recreating full depositional assemblages from this
documentation is not feasible, I analyze a few examples here to highlight how grouping the
discussion of objects by level, area, and depth, allows me to recreate a better picture of the
depositional assemblages that can attributed to the deposit. To avoid a focus on types, my
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analysis starts with the more general attribution of objects in the publications, particularly in
respect to the problematic designations of upper, middle, and lower layers, and then moves to the
documentation of objects in respect to specific areas and depths in the archival record.
Comparing a few catalogue descriptions from Payne’s manuscript and those from the
publications also provides a better idea of how upper, middle, and lower may have been
introduced as a means of dealing with issues with understanding the data.
6.5.1. The Geometric Deposit: Establishing the Upper, Middle and Lower Levels
Payne’s use of the lower layer is particularly problematic owing to the differences in depth
and the presence of two major deposits in the area around the altar. For instance, when referring
to the pits excavated around the altar, the lowest layer is the Early Helladic remains.1138 When
referring to the lowest layer, the publication does not clearly distinguish this association; this is
problematic as the two are completely distinct deposits, and this is one of the few areas identified
as containing a clearly preserved portion of the Early Helladic stratum. However, the excavation
of these deposits in the same area as part of the same pit prompted the lowest layer to be
referenced as being “at the bottom of the deposit”.1139 In other parts of the Geometric Deposit,
the lowest layer is referred to as containing Early Helladic materials mixed with the Geometric;
thus, it is not a pure Helladic or Geometric layer.1140 A similar issue arises with the description
of the Helladic Deposit to the north of the Geometric foundations and the general description of
the Helladic Deposit.1141 When discussing the limited amount of Late Helladic fragments, Payne

1138

Payne 1940, pp. 31–32.
Payne 1940, p. 31.
1140
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argues that the materials are present in the middle and lower levels, sometimes with Geometric
materials, and other times with Early Helladic.1142 The presence of Late Helladic in the middle
of the Helladic Deposit with Early Helladic, as well as in the lower level of the Geometric
Deposit/upper level of the Helladic Deposit, would make more sense stratigraphically if Payne is
referring to two different areas of the deposit—the mixed layer to the south below the paving and
the undisturbed layer to the north around the temple. Similarly, in the preliminary reports, Payne
argues that the concentration of materials from the upper layers of the stratum consisted of
bronze spits, gold rings and discs, and three scarabs; this indicates that the assemblage attributed
to the upper levels may be based arbitrarily on the amount of the deposit excavated in this
season, rather than the deposit as a whole.1143
These are just a few examples reflecting how using upper, middle, and lower to refer
generally to not just one, but two deposits hinders the ability to distinguish between the
stratigraphy in the two deposits. Another example of this comes from the mention of a L.H. III
terracotta female figurine head in Perachora I; the head was “found in the lowest levels of the
deposit, but still with Geometric pottery”.1144 This description suggests that lowest here refers to
the bottom of the Geometric Deposit, due to the emphasis on the presence of only Geometric
sherds. If found in the lowest level of the Helladic Deposit with Geometric sherds, one would
expect Payne to describe the area as contaminated. The presence of intrusive material in the
lowest portion of the Geometric Deposit and the uppermost layer of the Helladic Deposit is also
problematic for using upper and lower as it obscures our understanding of the mixed layer by
focusing on its relation to one deposit or the other.
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There is limited discussion of the deposit’s middle layer, which theoretically encompasses
the largely undisturbed core of the feature. In addition, determining the nature of assemblages
associated with each of the three layers is made more difficult by the attribution of groups of
materials to more than one layer. For instance, only eight kalathos fragments are noted in the
publication, but the type is described as coming from the upper or middle layers of the
deposit.1145 The shape, despite being represented in such a limited manner in the deposit, is
included due to the late date of the fragments and the sharp contrast of the small number with the
thousands of fragments found in the Limenia Deposit.1146 On the other hand, the Geometric pins,
which are found in high concentrations throughout the deposit, are emphasized as coming
predominately from the middle and lower levels of the deposit, with only a few fragments being
found in the upper levels.1147 One specific bronze fibula is attributed to the middle of the
deposit.1148 These general references, which are not linked to specific areas or levels, do little to
inform the reconstruction of the deposit when considered in their own right.
Several other objects are discussed in association with specific depths and areas within the
deposit. The find spots of the stone seals are discussed in greater depth, including one example
from a lower level linked to Geometric and Helladic pottery,1149 one from the westernmost edge
of the deposit with purely Geometric pottery,1150 and one from the lower levels just south of the
altar with Geometric sherds and bronzes.1151 Two stone seals are described as coming from the
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western extremity of the deposit.1152 A hard purplish brown lentoid was found at the level of 50–
60 cm; the same level as Argive sherds, and other Geometric remains.1153 A black steatite
lentoid was found at a lower level, 90–120 cm, with mixed Geometric and Mycenean pottery.1154
Thus, the two levels reflect the differences in the middle/Geometric and lower/mixed portions of
the deposit outlined elsewhere. However, a stone bead of carnelian, found at a depth of 36
cm,1155 is described as being found near the top of the deposit and does little to aid in our
understanding of the deposit’s extent or the distribution and association of finds.1156 Similarly the
distribution of some finds to both specific depths and areas reflects discrepancies in these
associations. A rectangular seal of soft white stone found to altar’s the south was attributed to the
middle of the deposit; the object was at a depth of 1 m with Geometric sherds and bronzes
suggesting it was in the portion of the deposit that extended to a greater depth in this area.1157 On
the other hand, a stone bead was attributed to the lower levels in the south-western corner of the
deposit, at a depth of 1 m, with what Payne identified as purely Geometric materials.1158 Here,
the use of middle and lower for the same depth may reflect the difference in the extent of the
deposit in the two areas; the fact that this aspect was not addressed in the publications provides
further indication of the problem with the use of upper, middle and lower instead of this more
specific documentation.1159
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As noted in respect to the Fibula Deposit and a few of the examples addressed above, despite
a great deal of the content being drawn directly from Payne’s manuscript, there are changes to
the information in the publication– particularly the redaction of various depths and contexts
entries. PER 17 includes catalogue descriptions of various ceramics; although the materials are
assigned plate numbers, these identifiers were not maintained for the final publication, making it
difficult to correlate the objects in the two sources. However, the entries kept for the final
publication are marked through with blue lines, and the descriptions of the objects in the text
remain largely unchanged aside from the omission of contextual information (Fig. 54).1160 In
one example, a mug with a vertical rim was denoted in the manuscript as found in the lower part
of the Geometric Deposit; this information was omitted in the publication (Fig. 55).1161 My
review of select objects and contexts below addresses several of these entries in relation to the
broader descriptions of object dispersal to establish what information can be gained, and why
some of this data was not utilized in the final publication (Figs. 54–56).
Some entries provide insight into the use of upper, middle, and lower to distinguish areas
within the deposit. For instance, the description of a clay tripod in the manuscript (originally
given pl. 6.6) includes the depth at which the material was found.1162 The stratum was at 70–71
cm, a depth simultaneously classified as being “about in the middle of the Geometric
deposit”.1163 The height and description of the object make it possible to identify in the
publication, where it is classified as a tripod-lebes.1164 Here there are differences in the
discussion of context; the fragment is described as being difficult to date, but not early, despite
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being found low in the deposit.1165 The conflicting attribution of the object being low in the
deposit, must either be attributed to the pit from which the object came or the depth of 70–71 cm,
which Payne classifies elsewhere as being roughly in the middle of the deposit, must be used to
revise this association.1166 If we compare this to the layers associated with this depth in the pits
around the altar, this would place the object roughly within the mud layer identified in several of
the areas around the altar. The documentation of the layer commonly includes references to
objects within the drawings, indicating that the layer contained a number of votives and other
finds.
Other examples highlight how objects are more generally attributed to these three general
levels: the shallow cup to all levels of the deposit,1167 the koulouria to all levels of the deposit
(but concentrated in the lower levels),1168 the two one-handled cup to the upper level of the
deposit (despite being earlier in date),1169 the small baskets of a trefoil shape to the upper and
lower levels of the deposit,1170 the fragments of kalathoi to the middle and upper layers of the
deposit,1171 a terracotta tripod-lebes to the lower portion of the deposit,1172 the pins to the middle
and lower levels of the deposit,1173 a bronze fibula to the middle of the deposit,1174 and spits to
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“some depth” (likely the lower level of the deposit).1175 These references do not address the
concentration, clustering, separation, or overall patterning in the distribution of finds from the
deposit making it difficult to associate the distribution with specific layers; in order to gain a
better understanding of these elements, it is necessary to focus on the discussion of the finds
from specific areas of the Geometric Deposit.
6.5.2. The Area Around the Altar: The South, Southwest, and West Altar Pits
Additional insights into deposition come from specific areas associated with the Geometric
Deposit. As mentioned previously, Payne emphasizes that the section of the deposit preserved
below the triglyph altar was the most extensive portion of the deposit, noting that it contained a
higher concentration of votives.1176 The difference in the contents and the easily identifiable
location meant that Payne made additional observations about objects from this section of the
deposit. For instance, he attributes fragments of the architectural models to the portion of the
deposit preserved below the altar; we can use the discussion of the type to help establish the
association of the examples found in the area, allowing my subsequent reconstruction to consider
if this is significant for understanding distribution for other finds within the deposit.1177
The fragments of a terracotta architectural model (Group A) were concentrated in the lowest
layer, but some of the fragments were isolated to the altar’s west at a higher elevation. 1178 Two
fragments from “near the middle of the deposit” below the altar were attributed to a single model
(Group B), while eleven fragments from the upper part of the deposit were attributed to another
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model (Group D).1179 No depth for the finds or general description of the associated layers are
provided. However, other finds are mentioned as coming from the same context as these
fragments. For instance, in the section below the altar, the fragments of a hydra were found, and
fragments of a krater and amphora were found together with the architectural model fragments of
Group A.1180 These brief mentions do not form a coherent picture of the assemblage, but show
that the concentration of the materials in the area below the altar did not consist of a tight
concentration of the type or absence of other remains.
Other descriptions of finds come from Payne’s manuscript. For instance, a kalathos fragment
is described in the manuscript as coming from a little below the altar’s foundations , at the top of
the Geometric Deposit (Fig. 56);1181 this was omitted from the publication, although the general
description of kalathoi notes that the type was all found in the upper or middle layers of the
deposit.1182 Several plate fragments are described as coming from below the altar; these
fragments were roughly 75–100 cm below the surface.1183 In the publication, however, the plates
are not attributed to a context; the wares are discussed as Late Geometric, which is supported by
the Late Geometric date given to the sherds with which the fragments share a find context.1184
Other objects from this area were pyxis lids, one of which was found just below the altar, while
another was found at a depth of 75–100 cm.1185 These are not attributed a context in the
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publication, but are both identified as flat lids of a similar clay.1186 Two straight-sided bowls,
one of which is referred to in the manuscript as kalathos (pl. 14.4), are also attributed to the area
below the altar; specifically to the first half meter, or upper portion of the deposit (Fig. 56).1187
This array of finds, mostly late in date, comes from a relatively broad range below the altar, from
the surface down to a depth of 1 m. This supports Payne’s identification of the largest extent of
the deposit, up to roughly a depth of 1.2 m. However, both the concentration of Late Geometric
remains and specific object types are of note. The temple models are not found in high
concentrations elsewhere in the deposit, and the limited number of kalathoi and plates found in
the deposit combined with the higher concentration in this area suggests a potential grouping of
these materials during deposition.
Although other areas are not as clearly identified, the discussion of contexts and objects in
conjunction in the manuscript suggests a similar phenomenon occurring in other areas of the
deposit. For instance, in the publication, the conical oinochoe (pls. 9.1–6) are attributed to the
middle and lower levels of the deposit.1188 However, in the manuscript, two of the conical
oinochoe (nos. 2 and 3) are associated with the “white clay stratum”: a) a neck fragment (no. 2)
is described as being from below the white stratum and from the lower part of the deposit; b) an
unbroken oinochoe (no. 3) is described as both above the white stratum and from the upper part
of the deposit.1189 This suggests that the white stratum was considered by Payne to be part of the
Geometric Deposit and that materials were found both above and below this layer. Two other
fragments (nos. 1 and unknown) are given contexts linked to the unbroken oinochoe: a) the
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fragment not given a number as found near the other two fragments (nos. 1 and 3); and b) the
first fragment (no. 1) as from below the middle of the Geometric Deposit.1190 The relations
outlined in the manuscript show that associating all of these fragments is problematic as it
conflates the areas above the white stratum–the upper and middle portion of the deposit.
Another description links objects by saying “the same as no. 1”; it is clear that, for Payne, the
documentation of levels and contexts builds in relation to objects/object groups, rather than
stratigraphically.
No precise association between fragments or contexts is given for the conical oinochoe in
the publication; however, fragments pl. 14.1 and pl. 123.13 are identified as not being found at a
high level, a fact used to support the early date of the materials.1191 The first example from the
manuscript is pl. 14.1 in the publication; the description of the object in the manuscript as
coming from below the middle of the deposit supports this more general association of objects
and levels based on an interest in dating.1192 However, the attribution of pl. 14.3 differs greatly:
in the manuscript the vase is firmly attributed to the Geometric Deposit, while the publication
describes the object as being found near the archaic temple’s east end with other developed
Protocorinthian wares.1193 Confusion about the stratigraphic attributions and their significance
likely contributed to the removal or generalization of stratigraphic references in the final
publication, but by revisiting the archival record we can see that despite these limitations, the
notes provide valuable insights into the different layers identified within the deposit and the
object dispersal within these areas.
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When discussing the assemblages using the archival record, it is helpful to utilize the
framework established above and start with the areas documented as three sections in the
excavations around the altar: 1) the South Altar Pit, 2) the Southwest Altar Pit, and 3) the West
Altar Pit.
In the section drawing of the South Altar Pit, Geometric sherds, spits, gold rings, 1
“frag[ment]”, and four scarabs are singled out for the upper levels (Fig. 35).1194 Payne also drew
two objects from the lower levels of the South Altar Pit, a terracotta architectural model and a
bronze spit; he notes that “at the same level of the terracotta model, a v[ery] large disc, and
bronze”.1195 Discs and bronze fragments of pins are discussed as being found throughout the
Geometric Deposit, with a specific concentration of the materials isolated in the Fibula Deposit.
The spit is described in limited detail as a “gigantic spit”; the size suggests the example is the
one referenced by Payne in his description of spits from the deposit.1196 Ceramics mentioned in
association with the lower levels include a fragment of a “cup or kylathoi”, “green sherds of an
open bowl with stripes inside and out”, and “sherds of brown striped conical oinochoe”.1197 In
the profile drawing to the west of the area, the Southwest Altar Pit, the base of a large vase is
identified at the lowest level, between Levels 74–85 (Fig. 37). Although documented in
reference to specific levels and areas in the field notebooks, these materials are discussed
generally in relation to the Geometric Deposit in the publication. The fact that the area contained
finds that are emphasized in the discussion of the deposit in the publication suggests that Payne
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was focusing on the excavation proceedings in this area, drawing on them heavily in his
synthesis of the nature of the assemblage from the Geometric Deposit.1198
The documentation of the finds from the West Altar Pit reflects a similar focus. Although
hard to decipher, the documentation includes a list of finds.1199 Going in order, the writing able
to be distinguished references a gold ring and hair spiral, “a (indecipherable text) large glass
bead”; the description states that “the gold rings are paler than the others found three days
ago”.1200 The pottery in the area is defined as purely Geometric. Two other glass beads– one
white, one green– are identified at Level 60.1201 Other finds included one Melian and one Argive
stone seal, as well as spits.1202 Several other mentions are too difficult to decipher.1203 The list
of finds is similar to that used in the comparison of the Geometric and Limenia Deposits,
indicating that this grouping of materials was part of the assemblage established as representative
of the contents of the Geometric Deposit. Similar to the deposit to the altar’s south, the finds
were found in a concentrated area, being representative only of a section of the deposit. The
Argive seal is easiest to definitively associate with the levels and areas shown in the drawings as
the specific seal is described by Payne in the publication as being found at a lower level to the
south of the altar with bronzes and Geometric sherds.1204 Although a Melian seal is associated
with the object list in the notebook, the publication mentions Melian in reference to the stone
seals from the Limenia Deposit, not the Geometric Deposit.1205 Overall, the discussion of
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objects from the two areas supports Payne’s emphasis that the section of the deposit under the
pavement and in proximity to the altar was the most substantial (Figs. 35–36a–b, 38–42, 43).
This indicates that the concentration of remains in this area may have differed from the
remainder of the levels defined as being part of the Geometric Deposit, an issue I address in my
reconstruction of depositional episodes in Chapter 8.
6.5.3. Additional Documentation: Loose-Leaf Drawings of Objects
Further evidence for context comes from drawings done by Payne on loose leaf paper housed
in the BSA archive,1206 which are accompanied by labels and an inventory sheet that associates
the labels with specific areas and levels of the site. The drawings were initially grouped together
with title sheets; however, markings from paper clips and ties indicate these papers were
organized in a manner that is no longer preserved. For the pages which were not labeled with an
inventory note, such as those in PER 25, it is extremely difficult to reestablish these initial
groupings. However, some of the drawings can be clearly linked to sections excavated in Area
1; my review of several of such examples outlines how many of the objects were not attributed to
these contexts in any of the other records.
On the title pages in PER 25, several areas surrounding the altar are mentioned: 1) W. of
altar, above 43 cm; 2) W. of Altar, below terrazza, below 70 cm; 3) Below terrazza, 2 and 3
blocks to 75 cm; 4) S. of Altar to 50, 2 bags (of pottery); and 5) SW Terrazza, below 1.2 m.1207
These pages reflect that a labeling system was in place for the analysis of finds from specific
areas and depths within the deposit. Although these pages are no longer grouped with the
associated drawings, the evidence shows that the approach to these areas of the deposit used a
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specific classification system both in the assembly of finds in the field and their subsequent
analysis. With the current state of the research, only a select few of these drawings can be
reattributed to specific areas or levels. However, several of these sections correlate to those
outlined for drawings in PER 26, and each title page includes an overview of some of the
ceramics from the area that can be compared to the evidence outlined above.
The area to the west of the altar, not under the terrazza, is described as having some modern
and a little Early Helladic.1208 The area south of the altar, identified as having 2 bags, had
predominantly unpainted Geometric, some Early Helladic, and modern debris.1209 Although the
notes indicate that a preselected portion of the pottery was being studied, and it is unclear from
which portion of the section the materials come, these overviews support the reconstruction of
the deposition from the publication and archival record. The two title pages likely refer to the
exposed portion excavated as the South and Southwest Altar Pits; the surface was disturbed due
to exposure as is indicated by the presence of modern debris. Two other loose-leaf sheets outline
the areas to the south of the terrazza edge in the middle section from a depth of 0–35 cm and 35–
70 cm. PER 26 B++ outlines the remains from a depth of 0–35 cm; finds are mixed including
modern, a Roman lamp, and a few Geometric sherds. PER 26 outlines remains from a depth of
35–70 cm; finds include a fair amount of modern, some Early Helladic, the usual Geometric
cups, and a good late Geometric domed lid.1210 Another drawing documents the area to the south
of the altar from a depth of 1–50 cm; some coarse fragments are identified and reference is made
to these wares in a zimbeli, or basket created for the area (Fig. 42). To the terrazza’s south, the
area above the boulders is discussed; finds include Geometric black cups, and a Mycenaean cup
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stem.1211 The same area, but below the boulders at a depth of 1.25–1.40 m, is outlined as
containing a predominantly Early Helladic, and some Geometric cup fragments.1212 The
presence of some Early Helladic materials in these upper levels and some later materials in the
lower levels is indicative of possible disturbance, but the numbers appear to reflect intrusions
rather than extensive mixing of the materials. Some of the mixing may also indicate the later
disturbance of earlier remains linked to the leveling in the area for the stoa. Thus, portions of the
upper layers with more extensive mixing may be the product of these leveling activities,
representing a separate depositional event than that which formed the core of the deposit.
Under the terrazza, to the west of the altar, the level below 70 cm is identified as having
Early Helladic remains, with some black cups.1213 This suggests that the area being discussed is
below the mixed portion of the two deposits. The preserved portion of the Early Helladic
stratum below the altar likely extended to the west of the altar to some extent. The area below
Blocks 2 and 3 of the terrazza is also to the west of the altar.1214 In this area, from the surface up
to a depth of 75 cm is described as having mostly unpainted Geometric, some painted Geometric,
and a little Early Helladic; the mention of “burnt” in this area supports the presence of both a
burnt layer and the mud layer above the Helladic, or in the levels attributed to the Geometric
Deposit. Another drawing clarifies that only one to two pieces of Early Helladic were found in
this area; other finds from the area included a pyxis lid, kalathoi fragments, a conical oinochoe
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fragment, deep bowls, and cups (Fig. 57).1215 A fragment of the base of the conical oinochoe
found here, to the west of the altar between 0–75 cm, was found in the area to the south of the
altar, between 0–100 cm; two fragments of an unknown type joined from these two areas.1216
The area to the altar’s south–where these two joins come from–is identified as being below the
white floor, suggesting this fragment was below the area identified elsewhere as a white
stratum.1217
The first level below the altar foundations is identified as being all Geometric; finds from the
first day of excavations included fragments of hydria, oinochoe, open bowls, and cups.1218
Various drawings document the painted materials from this area, but there is limited discussion
of the finds’ nature or distribution. The same is true for the documentation of the area labeled as
the SW Terrazza. The location likely refers to the SW corner of the paving which was
emphasized in the excavations between the stoa and the 6th century temple. Finds mentioned as
coming from the area include Early Helladic, unpainted Geometric, Geometric, a Mycenaean
figurine head, and a spindle whorl. This head could be the LH III example discussed as coming
from the lowest level of the deposit, but still being associated with Geometric sherds. In this
case, it seems that the two deposits may have had some intermingling in the area along the
southwestern edge of the terrazza starting at 1.2 m. This is significant as it would indicate both
that the earlier Helladic Deposit also extended over the majority of the terrace and that divorcing
the context information for the specific finds used as indicators of dating and treating the two
deposits as one has skewed our perception of the extent of the deposits in the Area 1.
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6.6. Concluding Remarks
My comparison of the evidence from the publications and archival record highlights how
select evidence from Area 1 was used to draw overarching conclusions about the stratigraphy of
the Geometric Deposit in the publications. For instance, in the areas below the paving, the
uppermost layer is discussed as consistently containing Late Geometric sherds, which Payne uses
to argue for the gradual accumulation of the deposit over time.1219 In the uncovered area to the
south, the modern debris is interpreted as indicative of the continued impact of disturbance and
wash. 1220 While these narratives provide descriptions of the evidence that are generally
accurate, they promote the overall perception of deposition in relation to the Geometric Deposit
as homogenous, while dismissing the stratigraphy in the later, exposed, and earlier areas as
disturbed. For instance, Payne’s sharp juxtaposition of the entirety of the Helladic and
Geometric Deposit, further cemented by his direct association of the two in the section drawing
of the area, has hindered our understanding of the differences between deposits and depositional
episodes in the area around the altar. By reviewing the evidence for and interpretation of
deposition in the publications and comparing it the archival record, I was able to establish what
primary evidence was used to draw conclusions about the stratigraphy and what inconsistencies
emerged between the two accounts.
Doing so permits my review of the evidence from the archival record to both establish when
it is possible to reconstruct aspects of the stratigraphy that have been dismissed as
undocumented, as well as to refine our current understanding of the record. My review of the
South, Southwest, and West Altar Pits excavated in the area around the altar—the portion of the
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deposit emphasized as most extensive and relatively undisturbed—shows that there are distinct
differences in the layers represented across these areas due to the conflation of these layers as
part of the Geometric Deposit. My overview of the evidence herein establishes the benefit of
reconsidering the uniformity, or lack of uniformity, attributed to the stratigraphy at Perachora.
As part of my low-level reconstruction of the stratigraphy, I reassessed the levels identified
in various excavation units on the terrace’s eastern side. The soil types mentioned within the
Geometric Deposit include sand, burnt, muddy, white, and mud—these layers can be linked to
differences in content, as well as potential differences in creation and function.1221 For instance,
several of the layers identified as part of the deposit do not have any concentration of votives.
The lack of mention of finds in respect to the uppermost sandy layer, located directly below the
terrazza and altar plinth, indicates the level is relatively sterile (Figs. 35–36a).1222 Similarly, the
thicker sandy layer—identified in the South and Southwest Altar Pits—is not directly associated
with finds (Fig. 35).1223 The white layer also has no mention of finds and the documentation
indicates it may have been a floor surface, indicating an occupation phase that is not addressed
by Payne in the publication.1224 The identification of the level as a potential floor and its
association with Geometric fragments raises questions about the number of times the Geometric
Deposits was actually sealed off; other white clay fragments at the top of the Geometric Deposit
were identified by Payne in the publication as desiccated floor fragments from the temple.1225
Although this is a different floor than that identified as a lower layer in the Geometric Deposit,
the evidence for reoccurring white layers as potential occupation surfaces changes our
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understanding of the relation of votive deposition and the creation of new activity areas during
the Geometric occupation on this side of the terrace.
The burnt/muddy and mud layers in the South Altar Pit, the mud layer in the Southwest Altar
Pit, and the burnt layer below the boulders in the West Altar Pit are all levels that are not
mentioned in the publication. Because the contents of the layers were interpreted as part of the
Geometric Deposit, the difference in the two layers, as well as the possible mixing of the two,
has not yet been fully explored. My review of the evidence suggests that not only does the
substrate—mud and burnt—differ, but that these layers are distinct in extent, content, and
association.1226 All these considerations reframe our understanding of the evidence for
deposition at Perachora and reflect how various issues previously emphasized in reconsiderations
of the Geometric Deposit should not be viewed as limitations, but rather show how it is possible
to produce a comprehensive data set for Area 1.
The general picture of the stratigraphy and deposition of remains within the Geometric
Deposit reconstructed here provides a valuable overview of the evidence I draw on as part of my
reconstruction of the stratigraphy and deposition at the site. Prior to using the evidence from
these levels to reconstruct the stratigraphy and depositional episodes for the lower terrace
(Chapter 8), I compile the evidence for the deposits identified on the western side of the terrace
(Chapter 7). The reconstruction of the evidence for the depositional episodes also provides the
framework for reconsidering how the depositional episodes support or revise our understanding
of maintenance at Perachora.
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Chapter 7. The Western Side of the Lower Terrace (Area 2): The Akraia Deposit,
Southeast Deposit, and Foundation Deposit
7.1. Introduction
The Akraia, Southeast, and Foundation Deposits were isolated on the western side of the
lower terrace (Area 2); major architecture from Area 2 includes the 6th century temple, West
Court, and Roman house (Fig. 27).1227 The evidence from Area 2, including the architecture,
received limited attention in the publications as the finds were interpreted as offering inadequate
evidence for the different phases of terrace’s occupation, as well as contributing little to our
understanding of the religious practices occurring throughout the life of the sanctuary.1228
Although all three deposits were discussed in relation to the analysis of the 6th century temple,
they were not considered to the same extent nor in the same manner as the Geometric
Deposit.1229 In the primary publications, the Akraia and Southeast Deposits were used in
explanations of the development of the sacred center and religious practices, but they were not
discussed as extensively as the other deposits; the Foundation Deposit was largely dismissed due
to the interpretation that the associated assemblage was not of note.
For these three deposits, I reconstruct the evidence for the extent/bounds, content, manner of
disposal, stratigraphy, and other archaeological attributes. My analysis implements a similar
format as established in Chapter 6—I start by compiling the published data (7.2) before
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reviewing the archival documentation (7.3); finally, I address how the reconstructed evidence
and the excavation and dating of the architecture informs our understanding of the deposition
assemblages associated with the deposits (7.4). As a result of major differences in the treatment
and documentation of the assemblages in both the publications and archival record, I combine
my review of the architecture with my reassessment of the evidence for the depositional
assemblages. The state of the evidence and the manner of publication makes it much more
difficult to establish assemblages for deposits in isolation from the discussion of the architecture;
in addition, the association of the architecture with the Southeast and Akraia Deposits is less
concrete than was the case with the Geometric Deposit.
In contrast to the analysis of the deposits from the eastern side of the lower terrace, I also
place more emphasis on how the state of the archival materials informs my approach to the
reconstruction of the legacy data.1230 Part of the advantage of following the same procedure as
that employed for the eastern side of the lower terrace above, is the ability to highlight the degree
of difference in the documentation and publication of deposits from Perachora.1231 For instance,
while similar evidence comes from the documentation in Payne’s field notebooks, the
documentation of the excavations of the West Court and Roman house by J.K. Brock in PER 3,
provides very different insights into the day-to-day excavation methods employed, as well as the
stratigraphy in the area.1232 In addition, although my analysis of the evidence for Area 2 draws
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from the primary records first, I then consider the evidence in conjunction with the
supplementary excavation materials–the supplementary work of Menadier on the 6th century
temple and Coulton on the West Court are drawn on extensively in my compilation of the
evidence for the deposits and stratigraphy.1233
7.2. Reconstructing Area 2: The Publications
Unlike the other named deposits excavated at Perachora, which had sections devoted to the
subject in the publication, the documentation of the deposits from Area 2 only consists of
references to the features as part of more general interpretations, as well as in relation to the
catalogue of finds and specific periods of occupation. My reconstruction compiles evidence
from disparate mentions, reexamining how these deposits were interpreted in respect to the
architecture and occupation phases in Area 2. Thus, I focus on isolating the discussion of
deposition for these deposits as excavation units from the interpretation of the evidence for the
reconstruction of the site history. Ideally the discussion of the evidence from the deposits should
be separated from the analysis of the site’s occupation phases and associated architecture.
However, the publication style for the lower terrace’s western side does not promote this form of
analysis, making it necessary to compile the evidence from broader considerations of the area’s
stratigraphy.
7.2.1. The Akraia Deposit
Starting with the Akraia Deposit, whose contents were associated with the 6th century B.C.
phase of the temple, facilitates my comparison of this deposit to others on the terrace;
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reexamining this relationship also highlights how perceptions of religious practices impacted
approaches to different deposits and the associated assemblages at Perachora.1234
The Akraia Deposit predominantly contains materials associated with the occupation of the
sacred center in the Archaic period, but portions of the deposit contained materials ranging from
the second half of the 8th century B.C. down through the 4th century B.C., causing Payne to refer
to the feature as a mixed deposit. 1235 Later rebuilding in several locations on the terrace resulted
in disturbances that, while mentioned, were not published in detail obscuring the exact relation of
these disturbances to the layers, deposits, or structures.1236 In addition, the votives were
characterized as “inferior in quality and restricted in character;” hence the materials were not
outlined in the publication and the deposit was dismissed as insignificant for understanding both
activities at Perachora and larger issues of interest for Greek religion.1237 Despite being critiqued
by Payne as a thin, scattered stratum with poor votives, the layer is classified as a votive
deposit.1238 Whenever possible, I address what specific evidence caused Payne to classify the
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feature as a votive deposit; however, the classification was primarily linked to his focus on the
votives from the layer as evidence for the Archaic occupation phase (Fig. 58).1239
The date of the construction of the Akraia Deposit, its association with the structures in the
area, and its associated assemblage are not fully explored or published in the excavation
volumes. I attribute the lack of attention to these details to three major factors: 1) the thin nature
of the stratum, which was rarely more than 0.15 m thick; 2) the mixed nature of the deposit,
which contained materials from the Archaic to Hellenistic periods; and 3) the quality and
quantity of the finds, which were identified as being poorer than those from the same date from
the Limenia Deposit.1240 Although the Akraia Deposit is emphasized as being associated with
the sanctuary due to the presence of votives from the Archaic period, the assemblage from the
deposit caused Payne to classify the remains as far less significant than those from the Limenia
Deposit on the upper terrace.1241 This dismissal also explains the lack of comparison of materials
from this deposit to other votive deposits at Perachora.1242 As there is no uniform discussion of
the layer and the associated assemblage, my synthesis of the level herein gathers the evidence
that is documented in various interpretations of the context across the terrace.
The Akraia Deposit was defined as spanning almost the entirety of the West Court—to the
west of the 6th century temple—but is barely 0.15 cm thick.1243 The extent of the deposit is
described as being naturally bounded to the north by the rock face of the cliff, to the west by a
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steep bank, and to the south and southeast by the sea (Figs. 17a–b, 27, 59–60).1244 The deposit’s
extent to the northeast, around the 6th century temple, was not established. While the Hera
Akraia Deposit was tentatively identified in the 1930 excavation season, likely as part of the
investigations in the area of the temple, there is no definitive mention of the layer outside of the
West Court.1245 In addition, no plan shows the extent of the deposit. The separation of the
discussion of the West Court and the 6th century temple and the disparity in the excavation and
documentation of the finds from these contexts makes it difficult to use the publications to
establish the extent of the layer.
In order to determine whether the deposit extended outside of the West Court, it is necessary
to compare the evidence from the two areas. To this end, I first outline the data documented in
relation to the 6th century temple remains, which are approximately 7–7.5 m west of the west end
of the Geometric temple foundations.1246 The west end of the 6th century temple is well
preserved, while the east end is largely destroyed (Figs. 44, 48); Payne attributes the state of
preservation to the accumulation of the fill at the site.1247 He argues that the fill to the northwest,
below the steep slope, accumulated rapidly after the structure’s abandonment, preserving the
remains; the fill to the south and east, in contrast, is interpreted as accumulating slowly,
especially due to the area along the harbor being subject to erosion to the south towards the
sea.1248 The location of several architectural elements in relation to the 6th century temple
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supports Payne’s argument that certain areas on the terrace were buried relatively rapidly after
the collapse of the building and the abandonment of the site.1249 However, later damage to the
building was the result of looting for building materials, as well as the mining of the materials for
the modern lime kiln found within the temple (Figs. 27, 44, 48).1250
Payne’s interpretation of the preservation of the architecture in relation to the temple informs
our understanding of the upper levels in Area 2 and the relation of these levels to the Akraia
Deposit. For Payne, the date of the collapse of the superstructure from the temple is relatively
late; this argument is based on the presence of a Roman lamp immediately below a gable block, a
find he argues could not be intrusive.1251 However, the documentation also outlines that the
architectural materials were concentrated above the burnt layer, indicating that the deposit
formed prior to the deposition of these architectural elements, but that additional debris did not
accumulate rapidly enough to separate the deposit from the subsequent collapse. Architectural
fragments from the temple were found in various locations above the temple floor and to the
temple’s east.1252 Thin Doric columns, attributed to an interior colonnade, were found above the
statue base.1253 Painted terracotta architectural elements, probably from the superstructure of the
portico, are identified as being isolated at the top of the fill.1254 Marble roof tiles were found
throughout the fill both inside and around the temple; however, the limited number of fragments
of tiles caused Payne to argue that the majority were destroyed in the lime kiln.1255 Small
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fragments from marble acroterion were found in the structure’s easternmost corner close to the
surface level.1256 The corner block of the horizontal cornice was found in the earth above the
pebble pavement, at the northwest corner of the temple.1257 To the west, where the walls were
more extensively preserved, much of the pediment, its cornices, and the frieze were found.1258
Fragments of drapery from a Nike acroteria were found near the temple’s northwest corner, as
well as two hands and two feet from other statues.1259 The presence of these remains in close
proximity to the occupation surface indicates that the area remained exposed down into the
Roman period, and these finds were not mixed into the layers below; the votives spread
throughout the Akraia Deposit on the West Court may have remained associated with the temple
up to this point, but the association of these finds and the temple collapse indicates the level was
not identified around or within the temple. Aside from these limited references to architectural
elements and select finds, the discussion in Perachora I focuses on the reconstruction of the 6th
century temple structure, making limited reference to the relationship between the structure and
the formation of the Akraia Deposit.1260 Payne’s analysis of the temple provides limited
discussion of the upper layers of the fill or the location of individual finds at different levels
within the fill.1261 However, the discussion of materials in relation to the structure provides a
general picture of the distribution of finds.
Finds from above the pebble paving discussed in relation to the 6th century temple include
“sporadic finds from the area east of the harbor temple”.1262 The finds’ distribution suggests they
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were a product of wash from above rather than disturbance of the Akraia Deposit.1263 For
instance, two fragments of a rim and neck were found that join; one fragment was found near the
altar, while the other was above the steps leading to the upper terrace; these two fragments are
associated with another fragment of a handle-plate–origin unknown.1264 An ivory seal was found
in proximity to one of the rim and neck fragments– origin also unknown.1265 In his analysis of
the votives in proximity to the stoa and altar, Payne actually proposes that the fragments were
washed down from the upper terrace, where they had been associated with the Limenia Temple,
and were randomly dispersed as part of the gradually accumulating fill.1266 His focus on the
similarity of the materials to the upper terrace and the description of their potential origin
indicates that Payne viewed these as materials that had been part of the Limenia Deposit; his
description and interpretation of the evidence emphasizes that the materials should not be
associated with the Akraia Deposit in the West Court.1267
The relationship between the temple and the surrounding deposits can also be considered in
respect to the discussion of the finds around the foundations of the 6th century temple and the
Geometric Deposit to the east. As outlined in the previous chapter, the Geometric Deposit is
described as thinning out to the west; these Geometric remains are identified as contiguous with
Early Archaic materials in the area below and in front of the entrance to the 6th century
temple.1268 For Payne, this overlap is negligible and inevitable, causing the interface between the

1263

The treatment of the layer as mixed and contaminated precludes the clear distinction between
instances of human and natural disturbance, but supports the distinction between the Akraia
Deposit and the finds from this area.
1264
Payne 1940, pp. 106–107.
1265
Payne 1940, p. 108.
1266
Payne 1940, p. 107.
1267
Payne 1940, pp. 106–107.
1268
Payne 1940, p. 31. The contiguous portion of the two deposits is identified as being near the
entrance to the 6th century temple.
292

two deposits to receive limited attention as part of the analysis of either deposit; rather, the
difference in the two areas is mentioned to affirm that the later votive deposits from the
successors of the Geometric temple were confined to the western portion of the terrace (Area
2).1269 However, the brief outline of the evidence indicates that Payne saw the unnamed deposit
excavated in the area around the temple as different from the Akraia Deposit isolated in the West
Court.1270 The mention of this deposit also indicates that other deposits with votives were
excavated in the adjoining area of the harbor, but were dismissed as insignificant and were not
outlined in the primary publications.1271 The deposit between Area 1 and Area 2 differs from,
and predates, the Akraia Deposit; this combined with the discussion of the upper layers suggests
the Akraia Deposit did not extend to the east.
Payne’s discussion of the temple excavations focused on the extent of preservation, the
associated architectural elements, and the building phases associated with it, downplaying the
presence of deposits by arguing that the temple construction likely resulted in the disturbance or
obliteration of any earlier votive deposits associated with the Akraia temple.1272 In other words,
his analysis of the deposits around the foundations of the temple focuses on the lack of evidence
for undisturbed deposits due to the modification and disturbance of the terrace.1273 The
foundations of the temple were deeper to the south, while there were no foundations to the
northeast where the level of the natural rock is high.1274 In addition to having deeper
foundations, the area to the southeast had to be built up where it sloped downwards toward the

1269

Payne 1940, p. 31.
Payne 1940, p. 92.
1271
Payne 1940, p. 31.
1272
Payne 1940, pp. 78–83.
1273
Payne 1940, pp. 78–83.
1274
Payne 1940, p. 82.
1270

293

sea.1275 The terrain required leveling the area to the north and west where the ground sloped up;
the rock to the north was cut to provide a level setting for the blocks.1276 At the temple’s eastern
end, the lowest course of the north wall and some of the east wall’s foundations are
preserved.1277 The preserved superstructure also provides evidence for the modification of the
area for the temple; the ground level associated with the construction of the building was
established based on the presence of plaster which began at a consistent point on wall’s
preserved portions.1278 On the north wall, analysis of the preserved plaster was used to conclude
that a second coat was applied after the surface level had risen 13 cm.1279 The evidence outlined
by Payne in respect to the temple architecture indicates that there was extensive accumulation
associated with the life of the temple, but there are no 6th century B.C. or later votive deposits
identified in the area. The lack of contemporary votive deposits and the range of materials in the
later Akraia Deposit indicate that gradual deposition of votives around the temple was either
limited, or the evidence was eliminated by later activities. To explore the evidence for this, it is
necessary to compare the documentation of the area around the temple to the documentation of
the Akraia Deposit in respect to the analysis of the West Court.
The West Court is roughly 10 m southwest of the 6th century temple and was constructed in
several phases (Figs. 61–63a–d).1280 The space has been interpreted as being used for activities
affiliated with the sanctuary’s 6th century B.C. occupation; this conclusion is based not only on
proximity, but also on the association of the development phases with the increase in cult activity
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in the Archaic period.1281 Coulton identified the construction of polygonal walls, which were
built after the construction of the 6th century temple, as the earliest phase of development,
arguing that the walls served to “extend and define the temenos of the area” (Fig. 63a).1282 The
presence of votives in the court has been interpreted as supporting the association of the two
areas, despite the later date of the formation of the Akraia Deposit at the end of the area’s use as
a sacred center.1283 This lack of attention to the association of materials with specific formation
phases in respect to the Akraia Deposit is linked to the general interpretation of the feature, not
as a closed votive deposit like the Geometric Deposit, but as a later fill layer that was not directly
associated with the disposal of remains from the temple during its occupation.1284
As noted above, despite disassociation, Payne established the Akraia Deposit as a votive
deposit due to his attribution of the votives to the sanctuary.1285 Since the deposit was
concentrated at the surface level associated with the West Court’s remains, Payne argued that the
deposit only formed after both the court and temple fell out of use.1286 As a result, the formation
of the Akraia Deposit was associated with the later building phase, and the layer is interpreted as
possibly serving as a draining course for the West Court during the Roman period.1287 Payne
justified the later spreading of the layer by arguing that the occupation of the West Court as an
extension of the sanctuary made the area impractical for the disposal of refuse from the temple,
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unlike the area used for disposal around the Geometric temple.1288 According to Payne, by the
2nd century B.C., the West Court was in ruins; although the architecture had not fully collapsed,
the area was utilized for disposal.1289 The materials’ deposition at a later date diminished the
significance Payne attributed to the votive deposit as evidence for the occupation of the sacred
center; for him, the fact that the deposit did not form over time in direct association with the use
of the sanctuary made it less significant for understanding practices at the site.1290 This
perception impacted the documentation and publication of the remains from the Akraia Deposit
and surrounding layers. Instead of promoting a focus on the formation of the votive deposit and
its contents, Payne focused on the deposit, the Roman house, and the later remains as evidence of
the shift of the function of the space to a secular purpose, with the deposition of the votives
providing evidence for the sacred center’s brief destruction or abandonment prior to the
reoccupation of the area in the Roman period (Figs. 61, 63c–d, 64).1291 The presence of the
Akraia Deposit and the evidence for burning caused Coulton to link the evidence to the sack of
Corinth by Mummius, promoting the perception of the layer as debris from a destruction
horizon.1292
The discussion of the evidence in respect to the Roman phase provides additional insight into
the approach taken to the materials. The Roman house was built diagonally across the West
Court; in some areas, portions of the Akraia Deposit are described as being disturbed by the
Roman House’s construction (Fig. 61).1293 Evidence for the disuse of the area after the

1288

Payne 1940, p. 93.
Payne 1940, p. 93.
1290
Payne 1940, p. 93.
1291
Payne 1940, p. 93.
1292
Coulton 1967, p. 370.
1293
Payne 1940, pp. 92–93.
1289

296

Hellenistic period comes from the layout of the Roman foundations; by the time of construction,
soil had accumulated along the house’s southwestern side (Figs. 65–67).1294 The leveling fill
below the Roman house is described as earth containing Archaic materials extending from below
the house to the surface associated with the West Court; this includes the Archaic materials from
the Akraia Deposit.1295 Payne did not distinguish between the presence of the Archaic materials
in both the Akraia Deposit and in the layer above due to the fact that he perceived both levels as
being disturbed and containing remains that are attributed to the sanctuary’s use-life.1296 The
range of finds from this layer is not discussed extensively, and interest in specific finds has been
driven by an interest in the affiliation of the cult; few other remains from these upper layers are
singled out as significant.1297 As a result, the focus was not on the Akraia Deposit or the
stratigraphy for the area, but on select finds from the Akraia assemblage.
In the overview of the remains from the area, Payne explains that the majority of Akraia
materials, or remains associated with the occupation of the terrace after the abandonment of the
Geometric temple, are published as part of a single series, rather than being discussed on the
basis of the circumstances of discovery.1298 Part of the decision to do so is linked to the limited
significance attributed to the remains based on quality and quantity, as is indicated by the
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objectives set forth by Payne after initial investigations: “to give 1) a general idea of the
character of the Archaic and Classical deposits from the Akraia temples, and 2) an account of the
few unusual, or individually interesting, pieces which they contain”.1299 Finds associated with
the sanctuary, both votives and ceramics, are described as sporadically dispersed in the fill of the
West Court; Payne says the finds were initially part of votive deposits associated with the sacred
center, implying that these missing deposits were disturbed or destroyed.1300 This view placed
emphasis on hypothetical earlier votive deposits and downplayed interest in the actual
stratigraphy being excavated. While the objects may have come from the disturbance of earlier
votive deposits associated with the temple, the range in type and date of the materials, the low
concentration of finds, and their presence at the top of a burnt layer were used to discuss the
upheaval and disturbance of this upper context.
Despite placing emphasis on the finds’ original association and the stylistic analysis of the
materials, Payne’s analysis provides some insights into the distribution of the finds in Area 2.
For instance, one kotyle is described as coming from the area to the west of the West Court, in
the fill of the sea wall.1301 Only four bronzes from Area 2 are discussed as being “of any
importance”: two statuettes, a vase handle, and an unidentified object.1302 Context is provided
for the gorgon statuette, which was an attachment for a vessel; the fragment was identified as
being found near the lime kiln, inside the temple.1303 An Aphrodite mirror was also found in the
area of the sanctuary, but the specific location is not established.1304 The terracottas found both
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near the temple and in the area of the West Court are described as being found sporadically;
these materials are discussed as previously belonging to votive deposits for the Hera Akraia II–
III temples and are treated as helpful for establishing the date of the foundation of the temple.1305
Other pottery is discussed as coming from within the temple, above the floor level of the
structure; the vases were unpainted amphora fragments dated to the late 6th to early 5th centuries
B.C.1306 The description of a conical oinochoe (pl. 14.3) documents the object as being found
near the east end of the Archaic temple in a context with other developed Protocorinthian
pottery.1307 These mentions support the identification of votives in the matrix surrounding the
temple, as well as in the West Court. However, the majority of mentions of context for the finds
from the area in the publications are general, providing no detailed discussion find spots and
dispersal of materials.
7.2.2. The Southeast Deposit
The Southeast Deposit was identified by Payne as a votive deposit containing materials
associated with the Temple of Hera Akraia II, or the 7th century B.C. temple to Akraia (Fig.
61).1308 This deposit, located in the far southeastern corner of the West Court, is identified as
containing a concentration of materials deposited shortly after, or in association with the
dedication of the votives on the terrace during the Early Archaic period.1309 It is the only
surviving votive deposit whose formation is definitively associated by Payne with the Archaic
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phase on the lower terrace.1310 Although partially disturbed by the construction of the Southeast
Polygonal Wall of the West Court, the deposit is identified as a closed deposit.1311
The Southeast Deposit was significant for Payne as the deposit provided evidence for the
existence of an Early Archaic temple on the terrace despite the fact that there was no substantial
architectural evidence for this occupation.1312 In addition, the deposit was used to establish the
relative chronology for ceramics that Payne argued would have otherwise been undatable.1313
Unlike the Akraia Deposit, the boundaries of the Southeast Deposit were clearly established and
the range of materials attributed to the deposit is much narrower.1314 Unfortunately, the
stratigraphy of the deposit and the distribution and composition of the associated assemblage
within the deposit is outlined in a limited capacity.
Despite being referred as a closed deposit, the Southeast Deposit consists of two sections
excavated and classified as part of a single deposit; both portions of the feature were isolated
from the surrounding layers in the West Court and classified as a votive deposit.1315 The
construction of the southeast polygonal retaining wall of the West Court disturbed the
deposit.1316 The disturbed portion of the deposit is noted as being thrown on the outside of the
wall, above the leveling fill used to prepare the area for construction.1317 The undisturbed
portion consists of a thick stratum containing predominantly late Protocorinthian and Early
Corinthian pottery.1318 The study of the assemblage revealed only the presence of a few earlier
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Protocorinthian fragments, as well as one or two Hellenistic fragments; the homogeneous nature
of the remains confirmed for Payne that this was a relatively undisturbed, closed deposit.1319 The
deposit also provides a terminus post quem for the earliest phase of the West Court as it was cut
through by a foundation trench for the southeast polygonal wall.1320 The review of the evidence
for the Southeast Deposit in the primary publication reflects the emphasis placed on the feature
for understanding the chronological phases on the terrace after the abandonment of the
Geometric temple and prior to the construction of the 6th century temple.1321
The polygonal wall is identified as the earliest wall in the area, possibly associated with the
construction of the 6th century temple; this places the deposit before the construction of the West
Court, supporting Payne’s identification of the feature as a votive deposit associated with an
Early Archaic temple on the terrace.1322 Contrary to the dismissal of the presence of an early
Archaic temple by Dunbabin, other scholars have interpreted the deposit as evidence that a
temple existed in the Early Archaic period on the lower terrace, using the assemblage to argue
that the feature was created due to the deposition of associated materials.1323
Despite the absence of the votives typically found in other deposits at the site, the notion of
deliberate deposition of votives within the feature is linked to the state of preservation of the
materials within the deposit.1324 For instance, Salmon argues that the disposal of complete
votives in the deposit confirms this as materials intended to be dedications would not be
accidentally incorporated into the record in such high numbers in a closed deposit without some
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form of association with a temple structure.1325 Coulton proposes that the area was a natural
hollow convenient for disposal, and that the large concentration of Protocorinthian and
Corinthian remains was dumped into the depression after the abandonment of the structure and
prior to the construction of the Polygonal Wall.1326 However, the full assemblage is difficult to
establish from the discussion of the finds.
The finds from the Southeast Deposit received limited attention due to the absence of smallscale votives common across the rest of the site; instead, interest was in what the contents of the
deposit could tell excavators about the development of ceramics in the second half of the 7th
century B.C. and the continuity in the occupation of the terrace.1327 Nine terracotta figurines
included in Perachora I are also attributed to the deposit, and fragments of additional figurines
are mentioned in the individual object descriptions.1328 A kantharos cup from the mid-4th century
B.C. was found in the disturbed portion of the deposit.1329 The majority of reconstructed,
fragmentary, and complete vessels from the deposit are kalathoi that are all similar in style.1330
The deposit contained several thousand kalathoi fragments, and roughly fifty complete examples
beyond the ones illustrated in Perachora I.1331 However, there is limited discussion in of the
distribution of remains within the deposit, or the size of the deposit. Similar to the other pottery
from Area 2, the materials from Southeast Deposit overlapped with the materials from the
Limenia Deposit; Payne again placed emphasis on the materials from the Limenia Deposit
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arguing that to avoid repetition, the styles and types that overlap are treated more extensively in
the analysis of the assemblage in Perachora II.1332
7.2.3. The Foundation Deposit
Another area that received targeted attention during the excavations was the deposit below
the statue base within the temple, the Foundation Deposit.1333 Targeted investigations within the
temple in the 1932 season included the removal and reconstruction of the cult statue base.1334
The objective was to determine if there was a foundation deposit below the base that could be
associated with the construction of the temple as had been found at other sites.1335
The statue base is located in the west end of the central division, around 1.9 m from the back
wall (Fig. 68).1336 The dismantling of the blocks provided several insights into the construction
of the feature and nature of the associated deposit. The statue base had two steps and is made
from irregularly shaped, flat stones; the feature was made from a different stone than that of the
temple.1337 In the cracks between and below the upper slabs, various gold objects were found
including rosettes, a ribbed leaf, a ball from a necklace, and a small ring (Fig. 69).1338 The lower
slabs rested partially on rock and partially on earth.1339 In the thin layer of earth below a portion
of the lower slab several other objects were found including a glass eye bead, Protocorinthian
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pottery, a tiny ring of blue faience, and five silver coins (one fragmentary).1340 The location and
association of the coins and objects in the layer below the base caused Payne to argue that the
materials could not have been intrusive.1341 Payne noted that while the pottery and other votives
found below the statue base could have been part of a fill, no other coins were found within the
temple indicating the objects were placed there as part of a foundation deposit.1342 Despite the
isolation and classification of the cluster of materials as a foundation deposit, as well as the
presence of gold objects, the feature was dismissed as much poorer than is typically be expected
from this type of deposit and few additional details were documented.1343
Payne originally attributed the deposit to the construction of the temple, but this portion of
the text was modified by Dunbabin in Perachora I.1344 The dating of the coins posed a problem
for the classification of the cluster as a 6th century B.C. foundation deposit; while two of the
coins fit this narrative, the other two examples down date the deposit.1345 One of the coins, a
diobol with Pegasus, dates to the 4th century B.C.1346 Based on this coin, Dunbabin accepts H.
Megaw’s argument that this phase of the statue base was not contemporary with the construction
of the temple, and instead is associated with the 4th century B.C. renovations of the terrace.1347
The foundation deposit is associated with this later renovation rather than the construction of the
temple. Further evidence for this comes from that fact that the statue base was not embedded in,
nor bonded with the floor of the temple.1348 Overall, as a result of the finds and dating, the
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deposit received limited attention in the discussion of practices associated with the temple on the
lower terrace. However, this dating and the treatment of objects provides evidence for
deposition and the function and maintenance of the sanctuary down into the Hellenistic period.
7.3. Reconstructing Area 2: The Archival Record
In the archival material, the excavation of the West Court and Roman house, including the
Akraia and Southeast Deposits, is documented more extensively than the 6th century temple and
Foundation Deposit.1349 In this section, I reconstruct the deposits and distribution of finds by
moving from the broader outline of the stratigraphy to the identification of specific votive
deposits. This approach is dictated by both the nature of the documentation, which outlines the
deposits and stratigraphy in relation to the architecture, and the classifications used in the field
notebooks, which differ drastically from the synthesis of the stratigraphy in the publications,
making it necessary to establish how individual deposits and layers are identified in the archival
record.
The Roman house is the latest structure built in the area and the analysis of several deposits
is centered on the relationship of these features to the building; my reconstruction here starts
with the discussion of a burnt strosis and the Akraia Deposit in relation to the structure. As
noted in respect to the publications, by the time of the Roman House’s construction, the area of
the West Court is discussed as having fallen into disuse.1350 The scatter of Archaic materials
throughout the level around and below the Roman house was interpreted as evidence for the
disturbance of the votive deposits associated with the Akraia II–III temples during the later
building’s construction.1351 Evidence from the excavation and the removal of the structure is
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reviewed here in order to establish activities resulting in the formation of the deposits around the
Roman building, as well as the possible disturbance of earlier features.1352 Then, my analysis
addresses the Southeast Deposit in respect to the excavations of the house. This approach
facilitates the reconstruction of the extent of various layers within both named deposits, as well
as establishes the relationship between layers identified across the area of the West Court.
PER 3, written by Brock in 1933, provides extensive insight into the stratigraphy in the area
to the west of the temple.1353 The notebook includes the excavation of both the Akraia Deposit, a
large portion of which is referred to as a burnt strosis, and the Southeast Deposit.1354 Brock’s
entries document the daily observations of a field supervisor directing the excavations in the
area, rather than the select aspects documented as being of interest to Payne as site director.1355
Starting with this more detailed discussion permits my analysis to reconstruct the stratigraphy for
the area, while drawing on the additional insights gained from Payne’s documentation.
Addressing these two deposits first, which are addressed more extensively in the archival record,
also provides the framework for comparing the deposits to the other stratigraphy documented for
Area 2.

1352

BSA Archive PER 3; BSA Archive PER 7. The building was excavated in the 1932 and 1933
Seasons and removed in the 1939 Season.
1353
BSA Archive PER 3.
1354
BSA 1930–1931, p. 187; BSA Archive PER 1–2.
1355
BSA Archive PER 1–3, 5. Brock’s documentation is more extensive than the notes taken by
Payne; this is evident in the comparison of Brock’s notebook (PER 3) to Payne’s notebooks
(PER 1–2, 5). Payne’s style of documentation is addressed in Chapter 5, which provides an
overview of the state of the legacy data for Perachora. However, consideration of the notes as
those of a site director provides a different perspective on the evidence from the site. The
usefulness of Brock’s notebook suggests that additional documentation was available to Payne in
the form of supervisor notebooks, such as the notes and comments on the areas supervised by
Blakeway, or by other students. This is further supported by Payne’s references to individuals
excavating in specific areas in PER 1. Several of these are Greek workman and it is unlikely their
notes or writings were preserved; they were not acquired by the British School. At present, no
additional student notebooks are known.
306

7.3.1. The Akraia Deposit and Burnt Strosis
It is clear from its extent and position, that the layer discussed as the burnt
level/stratum/strosis in the West Court is conflated with the Akraia Deposit in the publication;
however, no direct correlation is ever made between the two classifications in the publication or
the archival record. Here, the evidence for this layer in the archival record as treated as part of
the Akraia Deposit.
In the publications, the deposit’s extent is established based on the natural bounds of the
West Court; however, the archival material reflects how difficult it is to establish specifics about
the extent of the layer due to the excavation of the West Court in different sectors over several
seasons; this disparate documentation of the evidence was not reflected in the synthesis of the
stratigraphy for the area. The burnt stratum, which is outlined as containing a concentration of
votives, is not fully mapped across the West Court’s extent, which conflicts with the description
of the deposit emphasized elsewhere.1356 As I addressed for the Geometric Deposit, various
aspects of the record at Perachora are identified in relation to layers referred to as burnt strosis;
in several areas, the layer served to differentiate between the evidence above and below the
level;1357 a burnt layer served as an identifying horizon during the excavations in the West
Court.1358
Here, I compare the isolation and identification of the layer across the West Court. Using
drawings and notes, I review the identification of the layer in order to establish how the extent of
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the layer was traced, comparing the layer’s documentation to the description of the Akraia
Deposit in the excavation volumes. Mapping the locations where the stratum is identified
provides context for discussing elements of the deposit such as expanse, depth, and the
distribution of materials, all of which help establish how the layer was formed and how it was
impacted by later activities on the terrace.
Brock documented the Roman house’s excavation in PER 3, but little of this information was
incorporated into the final publication.1359 On Brock’s top plan from the beginning of the 1933
Season, the Burnt Stratum is identified to the southwest of the Roman house; the documentation
linked to the top plan denotes that the finds came from the top of the burnt stratum or were not
mixed into the layer (Fig. 70).1360 The Roman house had been identified in the 1932 season;
Payne’s documentation of finds from inside and outside it indicate the walls had been traced and
exposed during this third season of excavations.1361 The 1932 excavations “within,” the Roman
house, which removed the upper layers around and above the walls, revealed finds, such as two
Protocorinthian sherds found with silver coins, but no deposits or strata were isolated in these
preliminary investigations.1362 Payne identifies the burnt strosis in his documentation of the
excavations outside the house in 1932; his notes outline finds coming from under the burnt level,
as well as the presence of the unburnt ground level above; again the overview suggests the layer
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was in articulation with finds rather than containing them.1363 Brock’s notes also document finds
from above the Burnt Stratum outside the house, as well as finds in the layer from below the
structure.1364
Payne described the presence of the burnt strosis up to the level of the top of the third course
of the foundations; the height of the third course of the foundations is roughly 0.50 m above the
bottom of the burnt layer on the exterior of the building.1365 The upper course of the foundations
is 1.6 feet above the burnt layer, or roughly at the ground level.1366 The notes demonstrate that
these excavations were investigating from the level associated with the house’s occupation down
to the bottom of the foundations, which surely included the excavation of the layers later
attributed to the Akraia Deposit.1367 These references confirm that the burnt strosis was below
the ground level associated with the Roman building during its occupation, and that the level was
identified and partially removed in areas abutting the walls outside during these excavations.
The layer’s formation was not analyzed with the structure, largely due to the unpublished nature
of the house in the primary publications. Reconstructing the relationship between the layer and
the building necessitates reexamining the presence or absence of the layer within the building, as
well as any mentions of the layer in the area around the building foundations and other
surrounding areas. The presence of other layers within the structure must be examined in respect
to the accumulation and formation of layers after the abandonment of the West Court, but prior
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to the Roman building phase; tracing the extent of the Burnt Stratum and other surrounding
layers throughout the West Court is the only way to establish the layer’s relationship to the
broader depositional history at the site.
In documenting the excavation of the house’s interior, Brock indicates that the extent of the
walls was exposed first, allowing for the division of excavations inside versus outside the
walls.1368 According to Brock, the Roman house was covered by roughly half a meter of soil
(0.40 m).1369 Further evidence for the use of the extant architecture to guide the excavations and
aid in documentation comes from how Brock uses the top of one of the walls as a datum point
for measurements taken in association with the excavation of the house (Fig. 71).1370 This datum
point was established on the north wall of the South Room, supporting the notion that the
house’s rooms were delineated first, permitting the excavation of individual rooms using 25 cm
passes.1371 Doing so allowed the fill from each room to be investigated individually.
In PER 3, the three well-preserved rooms were identified as the North Room, Middle
Room/Lamp Room, and South Room, while two poorly preserved rooms were identified to the
north (Figs. 71–72).1372 Evidence for the isolation of the walls and excavation of individual
rooms comes from Figure 9.34, which shows the North Room unexcavated, while the South
Room and Lamp Room have been cleared (Fig. 72). The photograph suggests that the two
northernmost rooms were not documented due to their poor preservation. This supports Payne’s
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argument in the publication that the areas to the south, near the sea, were not covered as rapidly
or extensively after abandonment, resulting in less extensive preservation.
Despite this less extensive preservation, the comparison of the levels to the south and north
below the house helps us understand the differences in the two areas. There is extensive
documentation of the other three rooms, as well as the stratigraphy from the area surrounding the
house.1373 The fill covering the structure is described as containing Corinthian and
Protocorinthian in the top half of the meter.1374 All of the Roman remains from within the rooms
were not directly ascribed to the surface associated with the house’s occupation, but were
denoted as being above the burnt layer; this indicates that the burnt layer extended outside and
inside the house, placing the formation of the layer prior to the construction of the house.1375 In
addition, the placement of the layer below the collapse of the West Court walls places the
formation prior to the collapse or destruction of the surviving elements of the superstructure of
the West Court.1376
The excavation of the house’s interior in particular provides the most insight into the layers
forming in Area 2. In his review of the stratigraphy from the interior, Brock uses a tripartite
division classifying the upper, middle, and lower strata.1377 The extent of these layers is unclear
and none of the section drawings or notes consistently use these classifications, nor do they
clearly associate this tripartite division with the layers and rooms within the house. Despite these
issues, I consider these levels in conjunction with my analysis of the excavation of the house’s
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interior, which provides insight into the formation of the layers identified within the structure,
although these divisions cannot be extrapolated to the entirety of the West Court.1378 The use of
these levels is of particular note for understanding the Akraia Deposit as the Lower Stratum, as
well as the association of this level with the Burnt Stratum.1379 Considering the conflation of the
lowest/burnt strata is pivotal for contextualizing the evidence from around the Roman house, but
to understand the lowest layer, it is necessary to first reconsider the layers above.
Although the subdivision of the three layers is not clearly established in respect to extent and
depth, Brock uses the term stratum and describes the three layers stratigraphically, establishing a
ceramic sequence for each.1380

This suggests that the arbitrary 25 cm passes used to excavate

the rooms were later abandoned as part of his discussion of the stratigraphy for the area as upper,
middle, and lower. The Upper Stratum contains Protocorinthian, Corinthian, and Roman
ceramics, causing Payne to treat the layer as a contaminated fill with disturbed remains.1381 He
proposes that layer is the wash that accumulated within the walls—probably similar to the fill
removed from above the structure. Wash accumulated from several directions in this area,
meaning several depositional episodes contributed to the formation of these upper levels, making
it problematic to conflate the remains within the fill to a single depositional event resulting from
wash. The layer is described as verging on pure Roman, at which point Brock classifies the layer
as the Middle Stratum;1382 due to the lack of contamination and association with the architecture,
this stratum was associated with the occupation of the Roman house and was not discussed in
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detail. 1383 The lower stratum, which received the most attention, was below the Roman
occupation and contained materials ranging in date from the Protocorinthian to Hellenistic
period.1384 The layer is classified as the burnt stratum elsewhere and as this review shows, likely
consisted of multiple layers.1385 By reevaluating these broad classifications, it is possible now to
address how the excavation of individual rooms informs our understanding of the Akraia Deposit
and the associated layers, as well as outline how the deposit is not made up of the single lowest
layer in the area, despite being classified as such in the Roman house’s excavation.
The three levels were initially established based on the excavation of the rooms of the Roman
house. The South Room was dug in 25 cm passes; although each was referred to by Brock as its
own stratum these were arbitrarily established excavation units.1386 These levels were measured
from an established datum point, or the point marked as zero at the top of the north wall or the
South Room (Fig. 71).1387 Since this datum point is identified as roughly 40 cm below the
surface level, the accumulation removed up to this point cannot be directly conflated with the
top/upper stratum excavated within the rooms, but the association is probable.1388 A section of
the Lamp Room, the room to the northeast of the South Room, was also excavated using
arbitrary strata; for this room, the documentation distinguished between the upper fill and the
middle layer associated with the house’s occupation.1389 In particular, excavation methods and
documentation were altered when an oil press and possible Roman occupation surface was
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encountered.1390 The documentation of both the upper and middle layers in the archival record is
extensive; however, the lack of discussion in the publications was not due to deliberate neglect or
conflation as was seen for the Geometric Deposit–this evidence is part of the material Payne
anticipated analyzing as part of a third excavation volume.
As a result, the lower stratum was the only evidence that received attention in both the
publication and the archival materials. Also referred to as the burnt stratum, the layer was
identified as a relatively uniform mixed layer, containing materials from the Early Archaic to
Hellenistic.1391 However, its documentation in respect to the interior of the Roman house is
indicative of how this classification deserves reconsideration. For instance, the section of the
layer excavated in the North Room is described as containing predominantly Protocorinthian
ceramics.1392 In addition to containing a different assemblage, the references to the burnt
stratum from the interior of the house in the North Room denote that a fragmentary terracotta
figurine was associated with the layer.1393 These differences suggest that either the entirety of
the layer was not contaminated or that different episodes of burnt material were represented
across the terrace. In particular, the presence of predominantly Protocorinthian materials in this
section of the burnt stratum suggests the later remains identified in association with the Lower
Stratum were the result of mixing of the upper portion of the deposit with a slightly later
deposition of materials as part of the Akraia Deposit. This may indicate that the Akraia Deposit
actually rests on top of a burnt stratum and was partially mixed with a different burnt stratum.
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Abandoning the tripartite division and analyzing the presence of other layers within the
house, as well as other layers in relation to the identification of a burnt stratum outside the house
provides insight into whether additional differences distinguish the layers identified around the
structure. For example, no burnt stratum is identified in the South Room; instead, a layer
containing small chunky stones identified at a depth of 1 m is described as being slightly
muddier.1394 A layer of white earth with small stones was also identified in the area near the
back wall, or the west orthostate wall (Fig. 73).1395 Similarly, to the southeast, near the sea, a
loose stony stratum was identified that contained late 7th century B.C. sherds.1396 The West
Court’s excavation in disparate, small trenches centered on the Roman house indicates that none
of the levels were traced as a single unit, or in relation to one another.1397
After the interior of the house was cleared in the 1933 Season, the area to the house’s
southeast was excavated as part of a series of trenches (Figs. 74–75).1398 The plans and notes
outlining these excavations, which document layers not mentioned in the publications, help
establish the methodology employed in the investigation of the area and provide a more detailed
overview of the stratigraphy.1399 The documentation from individual trenches also provides
insight into the manner of classification used to distinguish what evidence was significant in each
area; these distinctions include references to finds, as well as soil composition and stratification.
In addition to the plans drawn by Brock, a photograph from the 1933 Season shows the
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excavations in progress and helps inform our understanding of how the trenches/pits were
delineated (Figs. 76–77a–b).
The first trench, Trench A, was dug along the house’s wall and extended out to the east; the
ceramics from the area are identified as purely Roman (Fig. 74).1400 A larger rectangular trench,
Trench B, dug to the northeast and bounded by the path and house, also contained predominantly
Roman wares.1401 Trench D, dug slightly further to the southeast, contained purely Roman
ceramics.1402 The contents of Trenches A, B, and D were identified as primarily Roman,
indicating these areas were undisturbed and are likely associated with the Roman occupation
phase.1403 These three trenches are separated by an unexcavated section in the center, but are all
located in the relatively open area away from the walls of the West Court. The failure to
establish the stratigraphy for the upper layers of each trench provides limited insight into the
extent of the occupation layer from the Roman period. Unfortunately, the description of the
contents and layer also does little to inform our understanding of the relation of the layers outside
the house to the Middle/Roman Stratum within.
Some of the other trenches include descriptions of different layers in relation to the Roman
layer. In Trench E, the identification of a dark stratum at a depth of 1.50 m is established as
marking the end of the purely Roman level, it is likely this is the dark/burnt stratum. 1404 Virgin
soil was identified at a depth of 1.75 m, providing a range of roughly 0.25 m for the dark

1400

BSA Archive PER 3, pp. 32–33. Brock briefly outlines the documentation utilized for
labeling the finds for analysis; he describes how the ceramics from Trench A were grouped in a
basket labeled “East of North Room”.
1401
BSA Archive PER 3, pp. 32–33.
1402
BSA Archive PER 3, p. 35.
1403
BSA Archive PER 3, p. 33.
1404
BSA Archive PER 3, pp. 33, 35.
316

stratum.1405 This same dark stratum was identified in the southern half of Trench F at a depth of
1.25 m, but here is referred to as the burnt stratum.1406 These distinctions, combined with
references to materials above and below the dark layer suggest that there is more than one layer
represented here. Trench F also contained a stony stratum similar to that identified within the
South Room, the layer spanned a depth of 0.5–1 m.1407 The layer is identified as continuing to
the southeast of the house, but it is unclear how this layer relates to the trench to the southeast
and the Roman oven complex.1408 Thus, the area’s description provides evidence supporting the
outline of the stratigraphy above—that several layers were represented but cannot be traced
contiguously or in relation to one another.1409
Overall, the relation of the Roman and burnt strosis supports the relationship between the two
layers outlined in respect to the Roman house’s interior. However, some of the evidence is more
indicative of differences than similarities. For instance, several of layers preserved on the
southeastern side differ from those identified to the west in the West Court. Trench C is
identified as a “prolific Protocorinthian Dump” and is discussed as part of the Southeast
Deposit.1410 The identification of a burnt layer within, below, and outside the house places the
formation of the deposit earlier than the house and the associated occupation. The distribution of
the burnt layer, or rather its absence to the south, as well as the distribution of the Roman
materials indicates these levels petered out moving toward the harbor.
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Excavations to the southwest outside the Roman house also document the presence of other
layers. In his initial top plan of the area, Brock included the southwest polygonal wall and
collapsed blocks in association with the Roman house (Fig. 70).1411 Two blocks are labeled A
and B in the top plan; these flat stones were initially identified as threshold blocks, but as
excavations revealed more of the wall, they were later reidentified as the back wall’s top
course.1412 Block B is identified as being set directly into the burnt layer with no intervening
fill; the removal of the soil surrounding the block revealed staining on the bottom 5 inches of the
block from the burnt layer.1413 The layers below the blocks were investigated further, revealing
that the burnt stratum was thin, roughly 0.3 m deep, and a layer with dark particles was identified
below this, which was roughly 0.9 m thick (Fig. 78).1414 The thin burnt layer, although referred
to as burnt, should not be conflated with the burnt strosis found in other areas; nor should the
layer with dark particles below, which is the dark sandy layer the Southeast Deposit cut into—I
discuss the evidence in my overview of the Southeast Deposit below.
The relation of the wall collapse to strata is also documented for several other areas of the
West Court, establishing the relation of the burnt layer to later collapse. Further evidence for the
extent of the burnt layer in relation to the walls comes from a section drawing of the layers in
front of the west orthostate wall (Fig. 73). The excavation of the wall collapse from the West
Court’s outer walls includes the documentation of the architectural elements, as well as the
associated strata. The West Wall was of particular interest owing to the state of preservation,
which caused Payne to focus on reconstructing it; comparison of Payne’s sketches and Brock’s
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entries shows that Payne focused more on documenting the walls of the West Court than the
finds (Fig. 79). Several courses of stones are drawn by Brock that show the extent of the wall’s
preservation; its foundation was traced prior to the investigation of the extent of collapse to the
east (Figs. 80–81).1415 As the excavations were expanded, the blocks are left in situ, with the
earth and materials around the stones completely removed (Fig. 82a–c). The only mention of
materials associated with the area denotes that many sherds were found within a burnt stratum, or
the layer below and to the east of the blocks (Fig. 73); as seen elsewhere, the focus is on the
concentration of ceramics from the votive deposit with limited mention of the other small finds
represented or objects from the surrounding layers. Photographs of the blocks from the west
orthostate wall show that materials found in these upper levels were piled together for analysis
(Fig. 82a–c).
We can see similar approaches in the exposure of other walls in the West Court (Figs. 83–
86). The section drawing, done by Brock early in the 1933 season, shows the depth of several
layers in the vicinity of the wall and establishes the stratigraphy for the area (Fig. 73).1416 The
layers represented include the fallen wall blocks from the back wall’s top course, a layer of
brown earth with black particles, a burnt layer of black earth with many sherds, and a layer of
white earth with a fill of small stones–these coincide well with layers outlined for the Roman
house above.1417 The levels are capped off by fallen wall blocks, which are separated from a
burnt layer by a section of brown earth filled with particles indicating the formation of the layers
prior to the destruction of the court.1418 The plinth is set into a fill of white earth and small
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stones that is similar to the layer identified in Area 1 and to the south in the West Court; Coulton
discusses the level as representative of the occupation surface for the court.1419 The lowest layer
of white earth is associated with the plinth of a pillar, meaning the level being shown is slightly
above the foundations of the architecture of the West Court.1420 The layers in this area denote
several stages of deposition capped off by the architectural collapse. According to the section
drawing, the burnt stratum covered the plinth of a pillar, indicating some collapse or disuse of the
portico prior to the formation of the deposit (Fig. 73). Depths are provided for each of the layers,
with a depth of approximately 45 cm from the bottom of the collapsed blocks to the top of the
pillar plinth, indicating the level of fill and accumulation between the two surfaces. Above the
white layer is the burnt layer that is described as containing a concentration of sherds, black
earth, and burnt matter.1421 The burnt strosis here is shown in direct articulation with the white
surface providing evidence for the claim that the deposit extended all the way to the back of the
West Court, and that the fill accumulated above prior to the West Court’s collapse or destruction.
This is supported by Payne’s discussion of the layer in the area; in his notes on the west
orthostate wall, the roof tiles are described as coming from above the burnt level and above the
collapsed wall blocks, thus suggesting the layer predates the collapse of the superstructure.1422 In
the southwest corner of the West Court, the burnt level is noted as extending above the joint with
the second course, and Payne proposes that this was originally the remains of a wooden floor.1423
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The description of the layer on this side of the West Court indicates an undisturbed strata, which
suggests that the layers informing the discussion of the Akraia Deposit may have initially been
isolated in this area. Although this informed Payne’s interpretations of the votive deposit, the
disturbed and differing nature of the deposit across the terrace explains the varied value ascribed
to the layer throughout his interpretations.
Several other areas of excavation are described in less depth but provide evidence for the
area’s stratigraphy and the extent of the deposit. In particular, the finds from several of these
areas are indicative of the accumulation of the upper layers above the 6th century temple and
West Court as wash, rather than a result of the disturbance of earlier votive deposits. A small
test trench was dug to the north of the North Orthostate Wall to a depth of around 1.2 m (Fig.
87a–b).1424 Some ceramics were found but in much lower concentrations than those from the
adjacent areas; almost no Protocorinthian wares were found and the last 20 cm excavated
contained ash.1425 Test trenches were also conducted behind the 6th century temple (Fig. 88a–b),
which were not expanded as the investigations were deemed unproductive for informing
interpretations of the sacred center.1426 The area was described as relatively sterile, with the
absence of architecture, ceramics, and other remains indicating that the areas behind the temple
and northwestern portion of the north wall were not part of the activity area, or were extensively
cleared and not reoccupied. This evidence supports the interpretation that the Akraia Deposit or
the associated layers did not extend into the areas outside the West Court.
Further evidence for a need to revise our understanding of the stratigraphy in the West Court
comes from the 1939 supplementary excavation and cleaning of the area undertaken by
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Dunbabin (Figs. 89–90).1427 The Roman house’s removal during these supplementary
excavations allowed for the exposure of the remaining section of Akraia Deposit below the
architecture, but these excavations were not incorporated in the primary publications and are
discussed in a limited capacity in the field notebooks.1428 The removal of the building started on
4.19.32 and was completed by 4.21.32, within three days.1429 Removing the structure uncovered
the strata referred to by Dunbabin as containing ‘Agora’ pottery, including kalathoi, miniature
vases, and an assortment of other materials.1430 The layer from the Akraia temple, or rather the
Akraia Deposit, is discussed as not reaching so far as the south end of the West Court and under
the south end of the Roman house.1431 In addition, a fine stratum containing no finds was
identified in the southwest corner and partially along the West Court’s south wall; the layer was
at ground level, below the fallen wall blocks, and may have been similar to the thin, relatively
sterile decomposed layer identified by Brock above the Southeast Deposit.1432 The evidence all
indicates that the Akraia Deposit was downplayed in the publication due to this complex
stratigraphy and the intent to publish the later evidence separately; overall, the range of evidence
from West Court that remained unpublished until Coulton’s supplementary excavations.1433
This analysis provides a different picture than has originally been proposed for the layers in
the area. The burnt stratum had initially been discussed as a votive deposit associated with the
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temple, and then reidentified as a destruction deposit containing disturbed votives from the area.
The deposit’s association with the structure and period also means the layer had been established
as marking the end of the use of the West Court; for instance, it is linked by Coulton to the
destruction of the area.1434 The review of the evidence in respect to the area’s broader
depositional history shows that the layer does not include a specific concentration of votive
remains, and likely was associated with a distinct layer with votives–as was seen elsewhere at the
site. Much of the superstructure and other materials emphasized in the excavation reports were
incorporated into the record after the level formed, or as part of the layers associated with the
burnt stratum. In fact, the evidence indicates that the burnt layer–for which there is evidence for
more than one stratum–formed as a result of leveling practices association with the occupation of
the space at various stages, rather than as a result of collapse, abandonment, burning, or
destruction. The general attribution of the layer as a votive deposit has limited the consideration
of the layer in comparison to the broader stratigraphy represented in Area 2, as well as across the
lower terrace. A better understanding of the formation of other layers in the area comes from a
closer consideration of the stratigraphy identified in respect to the Southeast Deposit.
7.3.2. The Southeast Deposit
Limited interpretation of the Southeast Deposit comes from Payne’s notebooks, making it
necessary to revisit Brock’s section drawings documenting the deposit in conjunction with the
broader discussion of the stratigraphy in the area.
The cluster of materials identified as the Southeast Deposit were located at the West Court’s
extreme southeast corner; the ceramics from the deposit are Late Protocorinthian and Early
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Corinthian.1435 Documentation of the deposit comes from section drawings noting the exposure
of the feature as part of the excavation of the Southeast Polygonal Wall, as well as part of Trench
C (Fig. 74, 91).1436 The section drawing documents the layers around the Southeast Polygonal
Wall, including the collapsed blocks of the southeastern polygonal wall, a layer of white earth,
the deposit of Early Corinthian materials (Southeast Deposit), and the brown sandy soil below
the deposit and wall (Fig. 92). The section drawing of Trench C also documents various layers,
including the surface soil, white earth, thick layer of sherds (Southeast Deposit), and sandy earth
(Fig. 93). Both are particularly helpful for understanding the layers in the West Court that
predate the Roman phase of occupation, as well as the conflation of these layers in the discussion
of the deposit.
The portion of the deposit to the west, below the wall collapse, is the undisturbed portion of
the Southeast Deposit; the remains were contained in an irregular hollow in a brown sandy layer
(Fig. 92). The deposit is 1.5 m below the walls’ top, and was covered by wall collapse. 1437 The
deposit either was cut into the layer below or the depression was a nature hollow in the earlier
layer of brown sandy earth, which contained occasional remains.1438 In the primary publication,
this is described as a natural depression that was filled in with materials from the Akraia II
temple.1439 The deposit to the wall’s east is identified as the portion disturbed by the digging of
the foundation trench for the wall.1440 The disturbed portion of the deposit was at a higher
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elevation than the materials to the wall’s west; the portion of the deposit to the east is roughly 0.6
m below the top of the wall, while the deposit to the west is roughly 1.5 m below.1441 The
disturbed portion also covers a broader span than the undisturbed portion (Fig. 91). In order to
establish the relation of the disturbed deposit to the surrounding layers, it is helpful to consider
the documentation for Trench C, that is, the disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit.
The finds from Trench C, which were later associated with the deposit, were identified as a
“Late Protocorinthian and Early Corinthian Dump”.1442 These materials were concentrated along
the interior of the Southeast Polygonal Wall, covering an extent of roughly 1.2 m (Fig. 91).
Although it is difficult to draw concrete associations between Trench C and the polygonal wall
due to the scale of the drawing, the finds from this area of the trench are in proximity to the area
identified as the Southeast Deposit’s disturbed portion (Figs. 61, 74, 77b).1443 In Trench C, the
remains were concentrated to the east of the dotted line shown on the plan, extending to roughly
0.5 m deep (Fig. 74).1444 The section drawing of the Late Protocorinthian to Early Corinthian
dump is informative, but the labeling is problematic (Fig. 93).1445 The section is labeled as
Trench D, but the notes and the association of the area with the Southeast Deposit indicate that
this is a section drawing of Trench C.1446 Despite the issues with the association of a section
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drawing mislabeled as Trench D, the evidence is substantial enough to support the association of
the evidence with the excavation of Trench C.
Operating on the identification of this section as Trench C, it is possible to reexamine the
area’s stratigraphy. The uppermost layer is referred to as a surface layer; unlike around the
Roman house, no Roman remains are identified in this layer.1447 Below the surface layer, a layer
of white earth containing few sherds is identified as spanning several of the trenches in the
area.1448 In Trench C, the layer spans a depth of approximately 0.48 m, and its description
indicates it is similar to the layer identified in the South Room at a depth of 1 m;1449 a
continuation of this layer was also found in Trench F at a depth ranging from 0.5–1 m.1450
Below the white layer, Brock distinguishes an extremely thin, uniform dark stratum and a layer
with thickly concentrated sherds.1451 The dark layer’s uniform and relatively sterile nature
caused Brock to attribute it to the decomposition of organic materials, possibly grass, rather than
destruction or burning.1452 Based on his description, the layer differed from the burnt layers
identified in the other areas of the West Court.1453 The thick layer of sherds was identified as a
prolific Protocorinthian dump, with the layer measuring less than 10 cm.1454 Below this is a
layer of sandy earth; the soil was described as dark and loose, with caverns (possibly pockets
within the unpacked soil) and stones.1455 The drawing indicates the sherds were on a relatively
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flat, level surface, but does not relate the votive layer to the sandy earth and materials below
(Fig. 93).1456
The evidence shows the Southeast Deposit was capped off by a thin layer of dark soil, and
then, the wall collapsed and white earth, predominantly broken-down shelly limestone, washed
in from the west to cover the area; the layer below and surrounding the deposit was sandy, dark
earth with boulders and caverns.1457 The larger burnt stratum associated with the Akraia
Deposits extended around the Roman house and to the south and east to roughly the boundary of
the walls of the West Court, but did not cover the deposit. While not addressed in depth for the
discussion of the deposit in the publication, the disturbance and secondary deposition of a
portion of the remains was clearly identified during the excavations.1458
Brock’s classification of the finds at the end of the notebook confirms that the disturbed and
undisturbed portions of the Southeast Deposit were excavated and documented separately with
the intent of analyzing the remains during subsequent investigations of the material at the
National Museum.1459 Brock outlines that the disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit was
initially classified as “the deposit east of wall,” and several trays, documented in sequence,
contained the deposit’s contents. 1460 This list indicates that the assemblage from the deposit was
subdivided into four sections: 1) two trays labelled as the “first series”; 2) two to three trays
labelled “A”; 3) an unknown number of trays labeled “B–Z”; and 4) an unknown number of
trays labelled “AB, AC, AD”.1461 The Southeast Deposit was referred to as the “deposit west of
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wall”; the remains were separated and were labelled as AW and BW.1462 None of these labels
were evident in my analysis of the drawings from the BSA Archive nor were they referenced in
any of the subsequent scholarship on the area.1463
7.3.3. The Foundation Deposit
As part of the investigation into the West Room of the temple, a statue base was removed
with the hope of uncovering a foundation deposit.1464 A small deposit was uncovered;
unfortunately, the excavations of the Foundation Deposit and West Room of the 6th century
temple were not extensively documented in the field notebooks. One drawing of the cult statue
base comes from PER 2, but the plan does not outline any of the stratigraphy for the area.1465 In
addition, the sheet is loose (torn from the notebook) and has no page number, making it difficult
to contextualize in the broader documentation of the notebook. Other notes on the statue base
come from PER 20, but the documentation focuses on the preservation and weathering on the
statue base itself.1466 While the finds from below the statue base were outlined in the
publications, I did not find any correlation to object lists or documentation from the archival
record.1467
This general lack of information for the stratigraphy and finds has resulted in the dismissal of
the deposit by some scholars.1468 Given the state of the evidence, most reconsiderations of the
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deposit focus on the coins and the 4th century B.C. date they provide for the renovations in the
area.1469 Despite the base’s resetting in the 4th century B.C., Menadier concurs that the base
itself was the original 6th century B.C. base.1470 However, the restoration of a barrier around the
base and the resetting of the feature are indicative of the attribution of the Foundation Deposit to
this renovation.1471
7.4. Reconstructing the Depositional Assemblages: Spatial Distribution, Association, and the
Relation to the Architecture
Having outlined the evidence from the Akraia, Southeast, and Foundation Deposits, it
becomes clear that the documentation of depositional assemblages for specific areas and layers
on the terrace is minimal. As it is not possible to reconstruct specific layers and depths from the
archival record for the Akraia Deposit that can be discussed in relation to the publication, it is
necessary to establish why this is the case.
Payne’s failure to establish an assemblage for the Akraia Deposit is one of the major
components impacting our understanding of deposition in this area. The lack of documentation
for the assemblage from the Akraia Deposit can be partially attributed to the nature of the main
layer attributed to the deposits, the burnt stratum; the thin and contaminated nature of the layer
caused Payne to refer to the finds in less detail than for other areas. In addition, in his
assessment of the votives from the Akraia Deposit, he argues that the distinction between poor
and rich finds on the lower versus upper terrace could not be a result of happenstance.1472 While
he does not think it possible to establish concretely why this division occurs, he attributes it to a
distinction in the two areas’ functions, with the location of the temple by the sea receiving
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simpler dedications, possibly from sailors.1473 The comparison of the assemblages from the
deposits causes him to argue against the richer materials from the lower terrace being carried off
or reused in a later period.1474
I also note that Payne’s sharp juxtaposition of the deposits hinders my reconstruction of the
depositional assemblages for the Akraia and Southeast Deposits; however, the difference in the
documentation of the two, as well as the problems with both, emphasizes the discrepancies in the
consideration of the layers associated with the deposits in Area 2. In addition, I note how the
reconsideration of the architectural phases of the West Court and the 6th century temple by
Coulton and Menadier, respectively, have impacted our understanding of the site’s
development—and thus its deposits and associated assemblages.1475
7.4.1. The Akraia Deposit
The title Akraia Deposit refers to the association of the feature, based on the remains, with
the second and third temples to Hera Akraia on the lower terrace.1476 As noted in the
reconstruction of the archival evidence for the deposit, the burnt layer is the primary identifier
used to talk about the deposit and associated finds, including materials from the above, below,
and within the layer. The burnt layer, and thus the broader deposit, is described as containing
mostly fragments of Corinthian ceramics, predominantly 6th century B.C. and some 5th century
B.C. wares.1477 However, no purely undisturbed remains were identified as associated with the
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6th century temple; in fact, the Akraia Deposit, despite containing dedications and materials
associated with the structure, was discussed as difficult to distinguish from the surrounding
layers.1478 In this respect, the documentation of the layers and deposit does not permit me to
establish the distribution and association of the assemblage in the same way as was possible for
other deposits at the site. Outlining how the deposit was isolated and the actions attributed to its
formation helps establish how the discussion of the assemblage fails to relate the deposit to the
overall stratigraphy for the terrace.
In his analysis of the materials from the Akraia Deposit, Payne notes joins between
fragments from the upper and lower terrace, which are treated by other scholars as evidence for
the movement of votive materials associated with the temple from the lower to upper terrace.1479
In initial interpretations, Payne argued that these joins provided evidence for the wash of
materials from the upper terrace; however, the possible relocation of votives to the upper terrace,
discussed below in Chapter 9, has been linked to the possible disturbance of votive deposits on
the lower terrace, with resulting fragments being left behind during a relocation of the
remains.1480 In other words, the mix of sherds in the upper layers from the harbor area may be
indicative of the disturbance of deposits in this area at various points; however, the analysis of
the assemblages does little to inform this debate. Payne explores this idea of wash more
extensively in the discussion of materials from Area 1; the lack of attention to it in Area 2 is
linked to his focus on the presence and disturbance of votive deposits associated with the 6th
century temple.1481 While there is not sufficient evidence to dismiss the disturbance of the
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remains around the temple, these reevaluations of the finds and the layers suggest that the
deposition of materials in the upper layers around the Roman House and the West Court were not
linked to extensive disturbance or destruction, as scholars have thought.
While I outline these issues more fully in the next chapter, it is worth noting that the evidence
for deposition does not correlate with the general discussion of the deposits formation in the
scholarship. Primarily, the references to the burnt layer do not support its identification as a
uniform destruction layer resulting from the extensive leveling of the West Court after the sack
of Mummius in the Roman period; extensive destruction and leveling would result in the
integration of the majority of materials into the burnt layer, or the mixing of the burnt material,
earlier and layer objects, and disturbed, unburnt substrates. If there was limited disturbance of
the lower levels with the formation of the burnt stratum, as is suggested by reference to votives
below, and limited disturbance of the burnt stratum by the subsequent deposit, as is suggested by
the reference to votives above in some areas, the mixture of materials in the fill’s upper levels
can be attributed to the disturbance of these layers at the same time, rather than as part of the
initial formation of the burnt layer—as defined by Payne as resulting from the incorporation of
destruction debris with the disturbed remains of earlier, hypothetical votive deposits. Closer
consideration of the remains from across the terrace might allow for a better understanding of
aspects causing Payne to suggest the presence of these earlier deposits, but the only example we
get of this is the documentation of the finds from the disturbed and undisturbed portions of the
Southeast Deposit.
7.4.2. The Southeast Deposit
The Southeast Deposit’s has been tentatively associated with an early Archaic phase of
occupation on the lower terrace, which has informed interpretations of the deposit’s significance;
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however, formation of the deposit has been attributed to several scenarios including the gradual
accumulation through disposal overtime, the cleaning out of dedications during the life of the
sanctuary, the cleaning out of votives at the end of the sanctuary’s occupation, or the formation
of a deposit linked to a feasting episode or large-scale religious event.1482 The deposition of
these materials in a hollow at the furthest southwestern point of the lower terrace—the
southeastern corner of the West Court—has been interpreted as indicative of choice of an out-ofthe-way location for deposition. Although the disturbed nature of the Southeast Deposit’s
eastern portion prompted Payne to refer to the area as a dump in the initial excavations, the
deposit was reclassified as a closed votive deposit in the excavation volume; the votive deposit
was interpreted as evidence for the disposal of materials associated with developments on the
lower terrace.1483 However, the form and manner of deposition is not extensively documented
for the assemblage itself as part of the deposit’s analysis. For instance, it is the assumption that
the deposit’s assemblage contained votive material that was the property of the Early Archaic
sanctuary that prompts the deposit’s mention in various sources. In order to address the evidence
for the depositional assemblage, I start by outlining interpretations of the association of the
Southeast Deposit.
Despite an Early Archaic association on the basis on contents, the Southeast Deposit has
been used to draw interpretations about the later activities occurring on the terrace. For instance,
Coulton uses the deposit to establish a terminus post quem of c. 575–550 B.C. for the earliest
phase of walls in the West Court; he argues that the fact that the deposit predates the construction
of the Southeast Polygonal Wall is indicated by the foundation trench of the wall cutting through
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the deposit.1484 For Coulton, this places the construction of the earliest phase of the West Court
as contemporary with, or just after, the construction of the 6th century temple.1485 He discusses
the delineation of sacred space in relation to the West Court’s construction, arguing that the
building phase was linked to the need to define and extend the sacred space associated with the
6th century temple.1486
Despite remains supporting the association of the deposit with an earlier temple than the 6th
century structure, the limited documentation of stratigraphy in the area makes it difficult to use
the remains to establish when, how, and why the deposit was constructed. Evidence for a
possible Early Archaic structure on the lower terrace comes from the extant architecture; the
west orthostate wall also contained a number of reused blocks from an earlier building, and
Coulton argues that the size and style fits none of the site’s extant buildings.1487 Several of the
blocks in the 6th century temple were reused, as well as the identification of two blocks from
earlier foundations.1488 Associating the Southeast Deposit with a temple that did not survive has
caused the deposit to be considered as either a natural depression used for the disposal of
rubbish, or as a peripheral location within the sphere of the sanctuary appropriate for the disposal
of sacred property. As a result, the contents of the deposit, consisting of a corpus covering
approximately thirty years, have been considered in respect to both the earlier and later presence
of a sanctuary on the terrace.1489
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Dunbabin dates the closure of the deposit to 600 B.C. on the basis of ceramics.1490 After
outlining the treatment of the evidence by several other scholars, Menadier use the evidence to
assign the earlier, associated Archaic temple a date from the second quarter to the end of the 7th
century B.C.1491
Aside from the use of ceramics to date the deposit and “associated” architecture, the objects
were used to dismiss the significance of deposition in the deposit. For instance, kalathoi are the
most common type represented; although made from a fine fabric, the kalathoi were discussed by
Dunbabin as the “cheapest of all vases available at the Heraion,” which even the poorest dedicant
could afford.1492 These objects were emphasized not as votives, but as providing a date of
roughly the last third of the 7th century B.C.1493 Even if the predominance of this type on the
lower terrace is linked to the ready availability of the object for dedication and prompted its
deposition, the concentration of complete objects in the deposit demonstrates deliberate
gathering or selective deposition of the type. Unfortunately, the presence of the form in the
deposit promoted the discussion of the votives in respect to the broader assemblage from the site,
but did not spark additional interest in documenting the finds in respect to the deposit. Further
analysis of the presence of the type in deposits from this period, while not addressed herein, has
the potential to help us understand the significance of the type for dedication, as well as its
treatment through deposition. Another example of a deposit in a sanctuary of this date with a
concentration of kalathoi comes from the Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore in Corinth; these
deposits and the quantity of kalathoi in sanctuaries have promoted the interpretation of the
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vessel’s popularity as evidence for its use in ritual activities as a representation of its basket
counterpart.1494
Salmon has discussed the dating of the Southeast Deposit in respect to the Geometric
Deposit, comparing the ceramics from the two areas.1495 According to his analysis, one aspect of
note is the limited overlap represented by the finds from the two deposits. None of the earliest
materials from the Southeast Deposit are earlier in date than the latest materials from the
Geometric Deposit; this has been used to propose a gap in dedicatory practices and activities on
the terrace between these two phases of occupation.1496 This association, for Payne, is largely
based on his attribution of the formation of votive deposits as a gradual accumulation occurring
overtime in conjunction with the occupation of the associated temple structure. While plausible,
the grouping of materials and scale of deposition indicates these deposits were the product of
selective deposition of votives. In this case, several scenarios are plausible: the votives were
stored and then were deposited later, they were deposited as part of a clean out of the sanctuary,
or they were used as part of a specific activity and then were immediately deposited.
Unfortunately, more extensive discussion of deposition in relation to the finds from the Southeast
Deposit is not currently plausible due to the limited documentation and emphasis on its
representation of this early Archaic phase. However, it is evident that the materials were both
complete and fragmentary; the evidence suggests that a hollow, whether natural or constructed,
was used for the disposal of a selection of materials.
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Descriptions of the Southeast Deposit document that as part of the disturbance, the majority
of the deposit was thrown outside the wall, on top of the associated construction level.1497
Coulton proposed that the construction of the West Court was linked to the expansion of the
temenos or sacred area associated with the 6th century temple.1498 However, if the materials in
the deposit were associated with the sanctuary’s earlier phase, the deposition in this area
indicates that this portion of the terrace was already being utilized, or the deposit marked the
edge of the occupiable space. Both the primary and secondary disposal of the deposit could be
linked to several scenarios. As Tomlinson notes in respect to the materials from Perachora, the
disposal of votives in the sanctuary’s “less important” areas is a practice recognized elsewhere in
the Greek world.1499 Convenient deposition of unwanted material in a natural hollow at the edge
of the occupied area is plausible, but as Payne and others have argued elsewhere, less
conspicuous and convenient disposal in the sea or in the nearby west field was an available
alternative; investigations show that the field above the West Court, which was unoccupied, was
not utilized for deposition of any of the remains from the area throughout the sanctuaries
extended occupation.
Payne notes that thousands of fragments and some complete examples of kalathoi were found
in the Southeast Deposit, but that the examples from the lower terrace were less complete than
those from the upper terrace; he attributes 500 complete kalathoi to the Limenia Deposit on the
upper terrace and only 50 complete vessels from the Southeast Deposit, using this to argue that

1497

Patrick 2008b, pp. 45–46; Payne 1940, pp. 98–101. The outline of the deposit by Brock
identifies the smaller, undisturbed section of the deposit to the west, outside the wall, and the
larger, disturbed section to the east, inside the wall (Figs. 61, 91).
1498
Coulton 1967.
1499
Tomlinson 1977, pp. 201–202. Tomlinson’s reference uses assumptions drawn about
practices in other Greek sanctuaries to largely dismiss the significance of the votive deposits on
the upper terrace. He interprets the votives as rubbish removed from the lower terrace.
337

the Archaic votive deposits on the lower terrace were more disturbed 1500 However, Patrick’s
analysis of the 8th to 7th century B.C. ceramics from the two areas caused him to argue that
relative to the sizes of the assemblages, kotyle were present in higher concentrations on the upper
terrace, while kalathoi were present in higher concentrations on the lower terrace.1501 Patrick’s
tentative association of the kalathoi with dedications representative of the house and handicrafts,
and association of the kotyle with feasting is used to explain the possible difference in function
of the two areas, particularly in respect to the shift in dining practices from the lower to upper
terrace at the end of the 8th century B.C.1502
These arguments use the kalathoi to raise different points about deposition on the two
terraces. Rather than emphasizing the significance of the number of complete vessels, I suggest
that the evidence shows that the clustering of materials in the Southeast Deposit needs to be
considered more comprehensively in respect to the other deposits. If the Southeast Deposit was
a dump resulting from the periodic disposal of materials from the early Archaic sanctuary, it
would make sense for the remains would be more fragmentary in character. However, even if
the kalathoi were the most popular dedication on the lower terrace, on-going disposal of votives
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from a temple would result in the presence of a wider range of materials. In addition, the later
disturbance of the deposit may explain the more fragmentary nature of a number of the kalathoi
attributed the Southeast Deposit. The depositional assemblage could be explained by differences
in practices on the two terraces, but should not be solely attributed to the presence or absence of
a sanctuary on either terrace. It does suggest both a single instance of deposition and the
deliberate selection of a corpus of materials, which I discuss further in the next chapter.
7.5. Concluding Remarks
While still attributing the evidence to individual deposits whenever possible, my analysis in
this chapter revealed how the documentation of the three deposits isolated in Area 2 necessitated
less targeted consideration of the evidence on the scale of layers within deposits, but still
facilitated our understanding of the broader depositional history for the area. The differences in
the Akraia and Southeast Deposits have been treated as readily apparent in the publications; the
documentation in the archival record—while restrictive in some respects—supports several of
these distinctions. However, the limited documentation of specific objects and stratigraphy in
respect to the two features has caused scholars to neglect revisiting these particular deposits in
both reconsiderations of the stratigraphy and the analysis of the votive assemblages from
Perachora. By reconsidering these deposits more comprehensively, I revealed that while the
classifications of the burnt stratum from the Akraia Deposit and undisturbed portion of the
Southeast Deposit do line up with the general interpretations, the evidence for the surrounding
layers in the archival record presents a much more nuanced picture of the stratigraphy than has
been previously established.
My reconstruction of the evidence first centered on the Akraia Deposit based on the concept
that this deposit covered the whole West Court, and that it would be most constructive to build
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out from this data to reconsider the Southeast Deposit and other layers isolated across the West
Court; the review quickly showed that this was not the case, and it was necessary to relate the
analysis to the later Roman house and the walls of the West Court. While one may expect
extensive documentation and consideration of the Akraia Deposit in the archival record based on
Payne’s emphasis on the deposit as key for understanding the occupation and function of the
sanctuary on the lower terrace, this was not the case. The quality and nature of the finds, largely
established as unimpressive, caused the features to be peripherally addressed in the primary
publications, but also likely influenced Payne and subsequent scholars lack of attention to
specific find contexts from Area 2.1503 Rather, it was the documentation of the burnt stratum that
revealed differences in the nature of the deposit, including the fact that there were likely several
layers consisting of votives, burnt, and then more votives rather than a single mixed layer that
incorporated disturbed deposits and destruction debris. The fact that this was not addressed is
likely the result of the limited focus on the later phases in the excavation volumes, which must
also be attributed to Payne’s inability publish this area of the site as part of a third excavation
volume due to his untimely death.1504
In addition, the generalizing treatment of the West Court and the associated deposits in the
primary publication has promoted a lack of reconsideration of the stratigraphy from the area
surrounding the Southeast Deposit. Brock’s entries for the area, which provide daily
observations about changes in the nature of the layers and finds, provide extensive insight into
how the Southeast Deposit was disturbed and how these layers differ from those in the
surrounding area. For instance, the classification of the closed portion of the deposit as being in
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a hollow actually related to the concentration of materials being bounded by the presence of the
brown earth layer below and collapsed wall blocks above. The presence of the wall collapse
directly on top of the deposit suggests that there was not extensive accumulation above the level
during the time from its formation to its disturbance. The dark layer and finds from the
Southeast Deposit, including those that were disturbed, differed sharply from those found to the
west in association with the lower layers around the Roman house that would come to be referred
to as the Akraia Deposit. The association of this deposit with a destruction event has obscured
the consideration of the evidence for the preserved stratigraphy in the area, like higher
concentrations of votives in some areas and the difference in the area separating the two deposits.
Overall, my review highlighted that although the documentation of stratigraphy and find
spots is more pronounced in the analysis of the deposits from the western side of the lower
terrace, it is still the case that some of the findings were sufficient to inform our understanding of
the deposition occurring in the area. My synthesis of the documentation of deposits and layers
from the publications and archival record for Area 2 provides a more comprehensive overview of
the stratigraphy for this side of the lower terrace. Although the evidence is in some ways more
limited than that available for Area 1, particularly when comparing the documentation of the
layers and assemblages to those in the area of the Geometric Deposit, my reconstruction shows
how a depositional approach informs our understanding of a poorly understood area at the site.
In the following chapter, my proposal of depositional episodes for Area 2 and the comparison of
these instances to those from Area 1 builds off of several of the insights revealed through this
analysis.
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Chapter 8. Reconstructing Depositional Episodes on the Lower Terrace
8.1. Introduction
The low-level application of my methodology above reevaluated of various aspects of
Perachora’s archaeological record, primarily its stratigraphy. In this chapter, I utilize the data set
compiled in Chapters 6 and 7 to draw medium-level inferences about the depositional episodes
represented in Areas 1 and 2. This involves using the low-level reconstruction of the evidence
for the named deposits on the lower terrace to isolate instances of deposition in relation to one
another. Establishing a more comprehensive understanding of the site’s depositional history,
involves establishing sequencing through the analysis of depositional attributes in order to
facilitate the discussion of these layers in relation to one another.
I organize my reconstruction of the depositional episodes in respect to the analysis of the
named deposits prioritized in the publications and previous chapters—the Helladic/Geometric
Deposits, Southeast Deposit, and Akraia Deposit. Although addressed previously, I do not
address the Fibula and Foundation Deposits independently herein. While these two deposits do
shed light on the other deposits on the lower terrace, the documentation of the evidence for each
deposit is too limited to permit the isolation of depositional episodes within these deposits. Due
to the focus on these deposits in isolation within the interior of the associated structures, it is also
not possible to directly relate these to the earlier episodes or the layers below these deposits.
Focusing on the three major votive deposits singled out in the initial excavations permits me to
map the relationships between deposits on the lower terrace based on the information
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emphasized in the publication, which allows my analysis to reassess these interpretations in
conjunction with my reconstruction of the depositional episodes and associated assemblages.
8.2. Classifying Depositional Episodes
My compilation of the evidence in the previous chapters reconstructed the evidence driving
the classifications of these deposits, as well as reevaluated the stratigraphy for the associated
areas. Synthesizing each deposit’s stratigraphic evidence makes it possible for me to reconstruct
the distinct depositional episodes in relation to one another. Reconstructing the stratigraphic
relationships between various deposits and depositional episodes herein permits a clearer
discussion of the relationships between layers. My analysis outlines the various readings viable
for a single layer, helping establish not only the limitations of the evidence, but also the ability to
use context-specific evidence to recreate a better understanding of the multi-faceted approaches
to deposition in the archaeological record. Thus, deposition is defined here not in respect to set
rules or guidelines, but as a product of comprehensive understanding of patterning that considers
the many possibilities reflected by depositional attributes such as spreading of layers and state of
preservation.
My reconstruction of the evidence does not follow the standard top-down or bottom-up
approach. Excavated sections were discussed in isolation in the field notebooks and
publications, creating pockets of data that document the evidence from layers in respect to one
another, but not across the terrace. In the case of various areas, it is best to start with the
locations where virgin soil and bedrock are identified and then build upward to establish the
relationships between the subsequent layers. In other areas, it is best to start with the most
extensively discussed and documented layer and build to the other layers. In some cases, it is
only possible to discuss an episode as recognizable, but difficult to sequence. While I follow a
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roughly linear numbering, I do not attempt to establish the relation of all instances as one would
do for stratigraphy in the form of a Harris Matrix. Rather, I progress from the Helladic to
Geometric to Southeast to Akraia; while roughly chronological, this structuring best reflects the
nature of the evidence and the objective of my methodology to avoid generalizing leaps or the
synthesis of the evidence to the degree to which the compiled data set from my low- and
medium-level analysis could not be employed to consider a different high-end question. As
mentioned previously, the disparate excavation of the terrace makes it necessary to approach the
evidence in segments and this ordering also allows my analysis of the episodes to move from the
eastern side of the terrace (Area 1) to the western side of the terrace (Area 2). Maintaining the
same approach as established in the low-level phase allows for me to more easily establish the
depositional episodes within the established areas (Areas 1 & 2), prior to addressed the relation
of these episodes across the terrace.
My review of the evidence has also shown that several conventions had a divisive impact on
how we understand the archaeological record at Perachora. For instance, the treatment of
stratigraphy uses general classifications such as rubbish dump, leveling fill, and votive deposit,
while the documentation of contexts uses inconsistent terms such as strosis, pit, section, and
“named” stratum/deposit. As part of my analysis of the depositional episodes in relation to the
interpretations of the votive deposits isolated at Perachora, I reconsider connections between the
classification of layers in respect to individual deposits and the use of these deposits in the
interpretations of chronological and social developments.
8.3. Reconstructing the Archaeological Record: Deposits and Depositional Episodes
One of Payne’s main objectives was to clear the entire site, investigating of all occupation
phases across the terrace; this resulted in the majority of the site being excavated down to
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bedrock.1505 Two classifications used to refer to the lowest layers at Perachora are bedrock and
virgin soil; scholars have also referred to the bedrock as native rock or limestone.1506 For the
sake of clarity, bedrock is used here to refer the level of rock below the cultural layers, while
native rock refers to other exposed rock at the site, such as the ridge to the north. Similar to
bedrock, virgin soil is used here to refer to the lowest sterile layer predating occupation, or the
earliest layer that does not contain cultural remains. The classification here differs from sterile
soil in that it refers to the layer of soil that first accumulated above the bedrock, not sterile soil
brought in as leveling fill or wash at later periods. This distinction is reflected in my treatment
of both these two layers as Depositional Episode 0.
Perachora is located in a narrow valley that slopes down from the north and east toward the
harbor; as a result, sections of the site lie directly on rock, particularly to the north along the
cliff’s edge.1507 The presence of unmodified bedrock and virgin soil at Perachora is scarce due to
the fact that the topography—particularly the confined nature of the site and steep slope towards
the harbor— prompted the extensive terracing and modification of the valley throughout its
occupation. I draw a distinction between modified and unmodified rock as the modifications are
representative of specific building or leveling phases; thus, they serve as indicators for the
potential clearing of previous depositional episodes and the formation of new ones.1508 Modified
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In some cases, the existing structures were removed to permit investigation below, such as
the Chapel of St. John, the Triglyph Altar, the Statue Base, the Roman House. In each case, a
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location, both the Triglyph Altar and Statue Base were dismantled and rebuilt in the same
location at the same level, and the Roman House was removed and not reconstructed.
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The deposition in the area or surrounding areas may be linked to the removal of debris
associated with this leveling, a point readdressed in respect to specific areas in the analysis here.
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rock, while marking the termination of the presence of occupation layers, cannot be equated with
bedrock or virgin soil, as it cannot be classified as the lowest depositional sequence; rather, it
must be considered as an activity that could disrupt or produce deposition.
Despite not being associated with any form of deposition, bedrock and virgin soil provide the
best starting point for reviewing the formation of the subsequent layers and inform our
understanding of differences in deposition and leveling across the terrace. The depositional
episodes are labeled consecutively in the order established in respect to the progression of my
analysis. While the majority of earlier episodes are assigned lower numbers and the later higher
numbers, the numbering does not imply that the episodes occurred consecutively, but reflects the
extant relationships able to be established between the isolatable depositional episodes. I also
attempt to denote depositional episodes that do not survive, but these episodes are not assigned
numbers to avoid confusion between hypothetical and concrete stratigraphic layers.
In addition to grouping together the analysis of depositional episodes by deposit, whenever
possible I also compile the evidence in relation to the specific excavation area and build outward
to establish how the extent of this layer relates to our understanding of the larger deposit and
terrace. For instance, the depositional episodes represented within specific areas— such as the
south extension of the terrazza pit— often coincide with episodes identified in other areas. As the
documentation of the evidence makes the isolation of depositional episodes on the terrace
interdependent, I trace these episodes in respect to the various units used to excavate them
clarifying their relation to the deposit they are associated with. Then, I assign the depositional
episode a single number.
Reconstructing depositional episodes also involves readdressing assumptions being made in
respect to the formation of layers. For instance, wash and accumulation are two concepts
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discussed extensively in respect to interpretations of site occupation and abandonment; these
events are then linked to the interpretations of votive deposits and occupation phases. The
broad-scale excavation style employed at Perachora means there is limited evidence surviving
that permits direct reinvestigation of the stratigraphy. However, my consideration of the
formation processes attributed to an area reconstructs the relation of depositional episodes to the
broader stratigraphy established for the site.
The wash on the northern side of the terrace, which was identified as the surface layer
associated with the Chapel of St. John and the level above the latest occupation phase in
antiquity, is used as a gauge for establishing the amount of accumulation occurring at various
points throughout the history of the site, particularly for the discussion of abandonment or gaps
in occupation.1509 For instance, the 2 m of fill separating the chapel from the Geometric
foundations is interpreted as evidence of accumulation at the end of the occupation of the terrace
in antiquity.1510 It is possible that wash in the area was extensive and served to cover much of
the remains, but the timeframe for this accumulation and the impact of subsequent activities on
this development is poorly understood. Payne’s discussion of wash in respect to the preservation
of several deposits does not establish the nature of the accumulated fill, particularly in respect to
levels identified as indicators of periods of abandonment.1511 My analysis treats the evidence of
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sterile soil, wash, and fill as distinct depositional episodes whenever possible, highlighting the
issue with conflating these layers with deposits, or using them to explain the deposits’ state of
preservation.
My review of the archival materials in the previous chapters established how a great deal of
information was dismissed, or treated peripherally, in the final publications, such as the depths
and spans of various stratigraphic layers at Perachora. The differences in the documentation of
levels and context in the notebooks and the conflation of these elements in the publications is
largely a result of the knowledge lost due to Payne’s death and partially due to the taxing nature
of extracting information from the archival materials due to his manner of documentation.
As noted previously, the use of depths for the deposits herein maintains the classifications
established by Payne or the primary publication volumes. However, reconsidering these depths
was of particular concern in my initial implementation of the medium-level analysis. I sought to
establish the points from which individual measurements were taken during excavations;
although my investigation showed that it was not possible to use these depths to recreate
drawings providing a visual reconstruction of the vertical aspects of the site stratigraphy, the
investigation was pivotal to the reconstruction of various episodes for the lower terrace. While
the datum point being referenced is not always the same and no singular datum point is used at
the site, it was possible to establish the relation of layers based on the identification of the zero
point for sections of the notes from the notebooks. Georeferencing is not possible for much of
the data, but this limitation does not hinder my reconstruction of depositional episodes, which is
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one of the major benefits of this approach.1512 The limited use of scale and fixed datum points in
the field notebooks make Payne’s drawings, rather than mapping software, the best means by
which to associate my reconstruction of depositional episodes with visuals. This is mainly due to
the fact that measurements from the excavation of specific sectors are taken from independent,
sometimes temporary, datum points such as the surface level, the pavement, or the tops of
deconstructed walls.
I use the documentation—i.e., depths, substrates, topographic and architectural features—to
reconstruct stratigraphy that was not clearly established in previous analysis of the site. Context
specific datum points were used as arbitrary zeros in the excavation of specific areas, making the
cross-comparison of levels and topography across the site difficult, but feasible. For instance,
Brock established a single datum point in the excavation of the Roman House and surrounding
areas,1513 and de Jong established a different datum point for his plans of the architecture at the
site, but both provide insights in to the extent of layers and their relation to surface levels
identified in the West Court.1514 Several datum points were established for the excavation of the
Geometric Deposit in the area around the altar; however, no datum points are referenced in the
excavation of the area around the Geometric temple.1515 Comparison of the two areas shows
how this may be a result of the subsequent excavation of the area behind the stoa wall and
around the temple as levels above the paving. While my analysis of the stratigraphy is not

Coulton’s use of the elevation above sea level, following the level utilized by de Jong in his
architectural drawings of the site, reflects the ability to concretely document the fixed
architecture still extant at the site. It is evident that mapping software has the potential for
informing our understanding of levels at the site, but this approach was not undertaken here due
to a number of inherent limitations in the data set that prevent a comprehensive reconstruction of
deposits, depositional episodes, and depositional assemblages using this system.
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entirely dependent on this information, my use of these levels as part of the investigation into the
relationships between layers is vital for understanding deposition.
I use the evidence for the stratigraphy to reconstruct depositional episodes across the terrace;
analyzing the relation between episodes necessitates drawing on various sources, which is only
possible using to a more comprehensive understanding of the nature of the legacy data.
8.3.1. The Pre-Occupation and Helladic Deposit: Depositional Episodes 0–2
In the area along the harbor’s eastern side, where the slope of the site was steepest and
permitted the largest extent of accumulation, unmodified bedrock and virgin soil were
discovered in conjunction with the earliest deposit identified at the site, the Helladic Deposit
(Figs. 30–31a–b). Sections of unmodified bedrock covered with virgin soil were also identified
in the area to the south and west of the altar (Figs. 40–41). The bedrock in this area is depicted
as being sloped and irregular; the level serves as a natural barrier informing our understanding of
deposition in the area (Fig. 30). Reconsidering the documentation of the bedrock and virgin soil
on the eastern side of the lower terrace provides a better context for reevaluating the depositional
episodes in the Helladic Deposit.
On the eastern side of the terrace, the depth of the bedrock is greater to the south and much
closer to the surface to the north (Fig. 30). The bedrock to the south was not modified; rather,
this lower level was gradually raised to be contiguous with the level to the north. The bedrock
was predominantly modified in the areas where it was directly below architectural features, such
as the altar, 6th century temple, and West Court. In the diagrammatic section of the area around
the altar, virgin soil is shown above the bedrock to the south, with the prehistoric (EH) layer
slightly to the north resting directly on the bedrock, and the area of the altar resting partially on
modified bedrock (Fig. 30). Virgin soil is also identified to the north, below the foundations of
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the Geometric temple and below the Helladic Deposit in the area around the temple.1516 Its
presence above the bedrock to the north indicates that, while the cultural occupation levels were
cleared in some areas, the area was not entirely cleared down to bedrock; alternatively, if the
level is not virgin soil, it must be sterile soil used in the initial leveling phase associated with the
Helladic occupation. The topography, combined with the lack of modification of the bedrock to
the south, is an indicator that the virgin soil associated with the bedrock accumulated naturally
prior to the Helladic occupation. The virgin soil was probably present across most of the
terrace’s eastern side and was preserved where this lowest level was undisturbed.
While this presents a relatively clear-cut picture, the section drawings from the field
notebooks fail to mention the presence of virgin soil, and it is not identified in any of the archival
notes. According to the publication, Helladic remains were found in association with virgin soil
and bedrock in several areas, such as to the west of the altar and to the north of the Geometric
temple.1517 However, the section drawings of the area in the field notebooks do not show these
lower layers; instead, the lowest level in several of the sections is a mud layer that is discussed in
relation to the Geometric Deposit (Figs. 35, 37). Although it is likely that a layer of virgin soil
was present above the bedrock in the area surrounding the altar, which separated the deposition
of cultural materials from the bedrock layer, it is not surprising that it was not documented
during excavations and is only referred to in the final publication. The absence of virgin soil in
the field notebooks’ documentation of the excavations around the altar probably resulted from
the section drawings and field documentation’s focus on identifying the layers with cultural
materials, and thereby, the slope and extent of the layer soil is not clearly established.
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Moving from these lowest levels in the area, I address the documentation of the Helladic
Deposit due to its association with the Geometric Deposit in the excavations, analysis, and
publications, especially regarding the remains around the altar.1518 Using the documentation of
the materials area’s earliest occupation phase also helps us to understand the relation of these
earlier layers to the lowest levels of the Geometric Deposit (Fig. 30). The majority of evidence
comes from the documentation of Early Helladic remains in the analysis of ceramics.1519
Payne’s references to these Helladic materials on several sheets documenting the post-excavation
analysis of the ceramics include the identification of fragments of Early Helladic ceramics that
give us insight into the distribution of these materials and thereby the identification of the layers
as Helladic, mixed Helladic/Geometric, and Geometric— these identifications also clarify
Payne’s interpretation of the lower Geometric Deposit as contaminated.
The majority of the EH I concentration of remains comes from the area to the west of the
altar and is documented as being in direct articulation with virgin rock.1520 In the analysis, the
area under the terrazza to the altar’s west, below the depth of 0.70 m, is described as having a
nearly all Early Helladic assemblage (Fig. 98a–c). The last strosis, or lowest cultural level to the
south of the chapel, at a depth of 1.20 m, is also described as being nearly all Early Helladic (Fig.
99). In other areas, such as under Blocks 2 and 3 of the terrazza to the altar’s west, the layer
below 0.75 m is discussed as having a little/some Early Helladic and some Geometric, indicating
the presence of the mixed layer (Fig. 100). In the layers around the altar—above a depth of 0.43
m in one area and 0.75 m in another—the assemblages are classified as having only a little Early
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Helladic; in some areas this is even isolated as being very few, or one or two pieces (Figs. 94–
97).1521 This documentation provides evidence for how excavation areas, depths, and clusters of
materials were used to reach the interpretations of the stratigraphy presented in the final
publications as pure, mixed, and then pure with a few intrusions.
Interpretations of the Early Helladic layer focus on the level as containing the earliest
evidence for occupation and as a denoting the transition of the area from secular to sacred.
Helladic remains were not found in situ in Area 2, but a few stray finds from this period were
documented; thus, the discussion of the Helladic phase is predominantly restricted to the
discussion of site occupation and the modification in Area 1.1522 Payne attributed the formation
of the Helladic Deposit to leveling activities, arguing that the spread of the layer and the
resulting disturbance were associated with the shift in the site’s secularization.1523 The
preservation of the Helladic remains is ascribed not only to the manner of deposition, but to the
area’s lack of occupation in the interim and the rapid accumulation of fill above the remains;
according to initial interpretations, the terrace was abandoned by the Middle Helladic and an
extensive amount of wash accumulated from the north prior to the Geometric reoccupation of the
area.1524 Although not discussed explicitly, the evidence for the Helladic Deposit has been used
to support a finite set of interpretations of the processes and practices resulting in the nature of
the layer. For instance, the distribution of the finds suggests that either the layer did not extend
to the west and disturbance of the remains around the altar resulted in the distribution of random
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finds into other layers, or the layer to the west, beyond the paving, was extensively disturbed and
removed in its entirety with a few objects being scattered throughout the later layers. Based on
its position in relation to other layers, the deposit is thought to have either accumulated in
association with the Helladic occupation, or to have been formed as part of the clearing out of the
remains in conjunction with the later Geometric building phase, with Payne arguing that the
Geometric workman encountered the level while removing the accumulated wash above and
threw the building remains and debris down the slope toward the sea.1525 Closer examination of
the deposition within the deposit helps determine which of these depositional episodes are
represented by highlighting the evidence supporting these interpretations.
The remains from the Helladic Deposit were classified as part of a single deposit that was
disturbed by later activities (Figs. 30–31a–b).1526 However, the description of the contents in
respect to specific areas also outlines that the deposit to the north around the temple foundations
contained predominantly EH II materials, while the deposit to the south under the paving had
predominantly EH I materials.1527 Another portion of the deposit is described as being mixed
(Figs. 30, 99).1528 The evidence indicates that these areas, referenced by Payne as part of a single
deposit, need to be reconsidered as the product of distinct depositional episodes.
My following reconstruction maps the depositional episodes within the larger deposit,
highlighting points where the evidence either denotes a difference in deposition that was not

1525

BSA Archive PER 13, pp. 5–6.
BSA Archive PER 13, pp. 4–8; Payne 1940, p. 20.
1527
Payne 1940, pp. 51–52. The Helladic assemblage as a whole has been used to argue for the
presence of one or two houses in the valley, possibly representative of a small fishing population.
According to Payne, the houses were confined to the narrow occupiable space on the east side of
the terrace from the EH I to EH II.
1528
Payne 1940, pp. 29–30.
1526

354

identified or was downplayed due to the initial focus on using the layer to understand the earliest
stage of the occupation of the site as a sacred center. Reviewing the evidence allows for the
construction of a revised perception of the deposit’s creation, particularly in respect the
discussion of targeted leveling and clearing of the area.
Along the northern side of the terrace, the Helladic layer was partially disturbed when cut
through by a foundation trench for the apsidal structure.1529 While a portion of the deposit was
disturbed, the remainder abutting the foundations to the north and south of the Geometric
foundations of the temple was left in situ (Figs. 30, 101–102). The presence of the layer on both
sides of the wall supports the identification of this as a later structure cutting through the earlier
deposit. In Payne’s original manuscript, the top of the Helladic layer to the north of the wall is
described as being a few centimeters below the top of the foundations and continuing to the
bottom of the foundations.1530 Payne’s major argument for the dating of the structure to the
Geometric comes from this association, from which he establishes that an Early Helladic date
would make the structure “a wall without foundations.”1531 The layer’s Helladic portion to the
south of the wall is described as more sparing and is at a slightly lower level, indicating more
targeted disturbance or removal of the remains during construction, perhaps in the context of
creating a floor within the structure.1532 This is supported by the fact that the temple’s wall and
the adjacent portions of the Helladic Deposit rest on virgin soil.1533 Evidence for the
documentation of an Early Helladic layer to the south of the wall comes from a drawing of the
foundations in PER 20; at the base of the wall’s eastern side a layer of Early Helladic pebbles is
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identified (Fig. 103).1534 The nature of this pebble layer is unclear, but stones below the Helladic
layer to the north of the wall were identified as possible remains of the foundation of a Helladic
structure; while the two may have been related, little is documented about the relationship of the
stones to the virgin soil, bedrock, or surrounding Helladic layer.1535 The association of the two
areas shows that this portion of the Helladic level formed above the virgin soil and was cut
through, rather than cleared, as part of the building phases associated with the Geometric
period.1536 Supporting this is the presence of Geometric remains directly on top of the Helladic
materials to both the north and south of the wall (Fig. 30).1537
The preservation of this Helladic layer above virgin soil in the area with less accumulation of
soil below due to the higher elevation of the bedrock suggests that the terrace’s leveling in the
Geometric period was targeted. Payne initially proposed that soil and Helladic debris were
cleared and used for leveling in the Geometric period, resulting in the disturbance of materials in
order to create a level surface for occupation.1538 In this interpretation, the direct association of
the Geometric and Early Helladic layer in this area is the result of the clearing of the
accumulated wash from the north down to the level where Early Helladic occupation was
encountered. While the removal of the wash occurred, it is not clear how extensively the deposit
was covered or what was done with the cleared materials. The assumption is that during the
Geometric period, the accumulated wash was cleared almost in its entirety, while the Helladic
materials were left relatively undisturbed. The disposal of the wash to the south, where the slope
is still defined as being present in this early stage of occupation, resulted in the formation of a
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layer distinct from both the Helladic layer preserved to the north and the later Geometric
Deposit. However, the presence of predominantly EH II materials in the preserved portion of
this layer to the north indicates that some clearing of the earlier materials and deposition of
Helladic remains occurred to prior to this stage of deposition.
Evidence for differences in the extent of clearing comes from the comparison of the portion
of the Helladic layer to the north to that of the one to the south. The Helladic ceramics from the
deposit’s undisturbed portion to the south and west of the altar are described as fragmentary and
were in contact with the bedrock and virgin soil below.1539 The documentation of the
fragmentary nature of the remains and the predominantly EH I date of the materials highlights
differences in this portion of the deposit from that preserved to the north. The differences in
deposition and composition in these two portions of the deposit indicate that the layer formed in
this area was not part of a single depositional episode associated with clearing in the Geometric
period, even if interpretations have conflated the earlier episode with this later depositional
episode. The dispersal of the EH materials across the terrace and nature of the contents informed
Payne’s interpretation that the deposit formed as a result of leveling.1540 However,
reconsideration indicates that the disposal was not concentrated only toward the sea, and that the
deposition should not be attributed to Geometric activities.
The presence of virgin soil above the bedrock and in association with the layers forming
down the slope indicates that the episodes forming this lower portion of the Helladic layer were
the first deposition of a cultural layer occurring in this area of the site. The modification of the
bedrock to the south was not necessary as is reflected by the leveling of the terrace to the north
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and the raising of the lower elevation to the south. The earliest preserved depositional episode
was a result of the disposal of EH I remains along the slope, which would have created a tipping
and leveling layer. In other words, the remains slumped down the slope, as well as were spread
across the terrace moving from this higher to lower elevation. The fact that the layer follows the
slope of the bedrock moving to the south and is the least disturbed to the west of the altar and
around the temple supports the idea that either the level accumulated in association with the
earlier occupation of the terrace, or that the remains were deposited in one depositional episode
linked to the clearing of the occupied area in the EH II. The lack of EH I remains associated
with the portion of the deposit to the north signifies it is more likely this was the result of a
targeted clearing of the area. If the deposition of the first portion of the Early Helladic materials
occurred prior to the formation of this layer, one would expect the first stage of deposition to
show additional differences aside from this chronological distinction.
The available evidence permits the classification of the lower, EH I portion of the deposit as
Depositional Episode 1. The finds, predominantly ceramics, were established as being
concentrated around the altar, specifically to its south and southwest, despite not being identified
in any of the section drawings in the notebooks.1541 The publication does outline the general
nature of the finds from this deposit, likely as a result of the analysis of the ceramics as part of
the study of the lower layers of the terrace’s eastern side; the overview of the corpus presents the
finds as relatively straightforward and mundane.1542 The sherds are described as too fragmentary
for the shape of the vessels to be distinguished, supporting the identification of the layer as
consisting of predominantly debris rather than a selectively deposited assemblage consisting of
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complete vessels or undamaged materials. Unfortunately, only the “most interesting sherds”
were documented individually, and the Helladic remains from both the lower deposit and the
mixed layer of Geometric and Helladic remains were synthesized together as part of a single
Helladic assemblage.1543
However, the mixed Helladic and Geometric remains cannot be a product of the clearing of
the early Helladic materials in association with the EH II occupation; if this were the case, one
would expect to find only EH remains. Instead, the mixed layer is a depositional episode
postdating the formation of the Helladic episodes at the site. Descriptions of the layer insinuate
that the Helladic Deposit was exposed at the time of the introduction of Geometric materials. In
the area around the temple, the Helladic Deposit had been cut through by the Geometric building
phase and a portion of the Geometric Deposit formed directly above this level; no mixed level is
discussed in respect to this area. While the discussion of the relation of the two deposits makes it
difficult to determine the extent of this mixed level, the difference in the layers to the north and
the area by the altar suggests that the level of disturbance was varied. When discussing the
formation of the Helladic layer, Payne notes that there were foundation blocks from a Helladic
structure below the layer of pottery on the Geometric foundation’s east end.1544 The Helladic
deposit covers these blocks, indicating that the EH II layer was spread after the structures’
abandonment and collapse. The respreading of the Helladic fill as part of the leveling prior to
the cutting of a foundation trench could explain the EH II nature of this section of the deposit and
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the mixing below the altar and to the south. This is supported by Payne’s hypothetical
abandonment and reuse of the area; he argues that after the abandonment in the Early Helladic II,
the area would have been rapidly covered with fill from the upper terrace, creating a sloping face
of earth and stones.1545 Payne proposed that during the leveling, this earlier occupation was
encountered and the buildings and associated debris was removed and spread across the terrace,
particularly in the area towards the sea.1546 The excavations fail to further distinguish between
the Geometric Deposit and the activities associated with the initial construction and slight mixing
of materials in the Geometric period. The redeposition of the Helladic remains would have left
some earlier strata intact, such as DE 1, while creating a new deposit with the mixed Helladic
materials in direct articulation with the Geometric materials accumulating above.
Therefore, although areas with mixed Helladic and Geometric remains were treated by Payne
as contaminated lower levels of the Geometric Deposit, this mixed stratum can be identified as
Depositional Episode 3. While this mixed layer is the earliest stage of Geometric deposition
evidenced, this does not mean it should be subsumed as part of the Geometric deposition
associated with the occupation of the sanctuary, particularly the disposal of votives. However,
the association of the level with the analysis of the Geometric Deposit makes it necessary to
discuss the layer in association with the earliest layer attributed to this deposit.
The classification of the mixed layer as a later episode helps establish that the layer was
formed after the leveling of the remains on the northern side of the terrace. Thus, the EH II
remains on the northern side of the terrace, in the area around the temple foundations, represent
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the second preserved depositional episode at Perachora, Depositional Episode 2. Although the
documentation of the two episodes is not sufficient to establish if they were consecutive, these
are the only two episodes able to be distinguished for the Helladic Deposit. Finds highlighted
from DE 2 included three obsidian blades, an obsidian borer, sauce boat fragments, slipped bowl
fragments, and coarse domestic wares.1547 The absence of EH I materials is documented in
Perachora I, denoting recognition of the difference in the deposit’s two sections during initial
investigations.1548 The general overview of the finds from the area around the foundations of the
apsidal structure and the detailed description of twelve objects indicates the corpus received
more attention than the assemblage from DE 1. The presence of easily identifiable forms is an
indicator that the ceramics from DE 2 were less fragmentary. The disposal of remains down the
slope to the south as debris, rather than in conjunction with the abandonment of the area, could
explain the difference in assemblages such as breakage and the separation of joining fragments in
DE 1, and the selective presence of reusable material, such as obsidian, in DE 2. However, in
the case of both deposits, there is limited documentation for deposition. For instance, the
fragmentation in DE 1 could be a product of the disposal or the reason for disposal. The state of
documentation and the limited publication of the full assemblage prohibits the full
reconsideration of these depositional episodes as a means of understanding the occupation of the
site, its abandonment, and then its subsequent reoccupation as a sacred center.
The evidence does indicate that the Helladic material, whether continually disposed of down
the slope or cleared away as part of leveling events, was created in conjunction with the
occupation of the terrace prior to the EH II. The materials likely first accumulated on the flatter
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portion of the terrace to the north, where occupation was concentrated. At some point, the level
must have been cleared down to virgin soil, which resulted in the association of the EH II
materials on the northern side of the terrace with virgin soil. To the south, the steep slope
resulted in the formation of a tipping layer, or layer that started as a higher concentration along
the top of the ridge and slumped downward, eventually creating a concentration of Helladic
materials across the slope. Whether this phenomenon occurred gradually over time in
association with clearing and disposal in the EH I, as a result of clearing in the EH II, or due to
both processes, the undisturbed portion of the Helladic Deposit to the south is the product of
deposition of material prior to the formation of the deposit in the EH II. The EH II materials
accumulated and some were disposed of to the north; if more was disposed of to the south, it was
in lower concentrations than before. Both episodes suggest that deposition occurred in
conjunction with the Prehistoric occupation of the area, rather than later leveling activities.
Then, rather than clearing the level down to virgin soil across the entire occupiable expanse, the
episodes were cut through in the construction of a foundation trench during the Geometric phase.
8.3.2. The Geometric Deposit: Depositional Episodes 3–10
Having established evidence supporting the classification of two episodes of deposition in the
Helladic period, it is possible to reconsider how the relationship between the two informs our
understanding of deposition in the formation of the mixed Geometric/Helladic layer, as well as
the subsequent Geometric Deposit.
The votive deposit associated with the earliest phase of the sanctuary is the Geometric
Deposit. Establishing how the layers outlined above are representative of several distinct
depositional episodes occurring in the Geometric period helps inform our understanding of the
range of materials represented in the deposit (Fig. 104), as well as how these materials were
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deposited. Payne attributes the deposit to the gradual accumulation of materials associated with
the temple’s use-life, interpreting the deposit as the product of relatively homogeneous
accumulation.1549 However, several layers documented within the deposit are the product of
distinct episodes of deposition that are not representative of gradual accumulation. Synthesizing
the relation for different levels based on the documentation of their content and ranges provides a
clearer understanding of the depositional episodes represented in the Geometric Deposit,
particularly in respect to the area surrounding the altar (Fig. 105a–b). My reconstruction of the
evidence establishes seven depositional episodes within the Geometric Deposit. Mapping these
episodes also produces a clearer understanding of the presence or absence of similar depositional
phenomena occurring at different points in the life of the sanctuary, or in different areas at the
site.
Prior to discussing the core layers associated with the classification of the Geometric Deposit
as a votive deposit, I reconsider DE 3—the mixed Geometric and Helladic materials; this layer,
which spans the area around the altar, is referred to as the lowest level of the Geometric
Deposit.1550 It is difficult to compare the Helladic and Geometric corpus from this level as the
distribution and concentration of finds is not discussed in detail; instead, discussions of finds
from this mixed context focus on select aspects of the assemblages. Payne’s discussion of the
clearing of accumulated wash from the upper terrace, the layer’s close association with Helladic
remains, and the lack of votives identified in the layer all point to the layer’s formation prior to
any sort of accumulation associated with the Geometric temple.1551 This does not mean
dedications or sacred activities were not already occurring in the area, but rather that the episode
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is distinct from and predates the activities occurring on the terrace after the leveling of the
terrace, construction of the temple, and the dedication of votives. In the area below the altar,
below a depth of 1 m, the overview of the finds emphasizes the mixture of “plenty Early
Helladic” and “unpainted Geometric” (Fig. 106).1552 In that respect, this mixed layer differs
from the upper layers of the deposit, which contained predominantly Geometric remains with
only a few Helladic sherds.
In addition to the Geometric materials, the presence of LH remains is noted in the mixed
layer in both the archival material and final publication.1553 Their presence is indicative of
activity in the valley in the interim between the EH and Geometric occupation, possibly in
association with the modification of the terrace and deposition of the EH II materials. 1554
Although the contexts ascribed to the remains are general, LH materials are noted as coming
from the lowest level of the Geometric Deposit, with some examples being found in the middle
level.1555 The finds are outlined as being of no “intrinsic interest” and include stemmed cup
fragments, bowl fragments, and the head of a female figurine.1556 A Mycenaean figurine head
was identified in the area of the southwest terrazza, below a depth of 1.20 m (Fig. 107).1557 In
the publication, a Mycenaean head, which is likely the same one, is described as being found in
the lowest levels of the deposit, but still with Geometric pottery.1558 Another fragment, a
Mycenaean cup stem (pl. 10.25), was found to the south of the terrazza, between a depth of 0.70–
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1 m, with a mixture of other sherds (Fig. 108).1559 The evidence supports the conclusion that this
lowest level conflates with the mixed layer and is indicative of the deposition of LH remains in
addition to the EH remains in association with the formation of DE 3. The majority of the
Mycenaean finds date to the LH III, indicating the presence of continued activity in this
period.1560 Despite the importance of the finds from the mixed layer for understanding the
developments on the terrace, Payne’s focus on the mixing of Helladic materials with the later
Geometric remains obscures the nature of the earlier assemblage, making it helpful to consider
the formation of the mixed layer in respect to depositional episodes occurring in the Geometric
period.
It is also the case that some LH III and other ceramics were labeled as unprovenanced in the
post-excavation analysis of the remains; for instance, a stem of a cup in grey clay (pl. 10.15) in
Perachora I, is drawn on a sheet with ceramics identified as unprovenanced (Fig. 109). All of
this evidence shows that the grouping of objects prior to analysis was organized by the layers
identified during the excavations. The presence of LH III materials supports the conclusion that
while no concentration of these materials was identified in situ, they were present in a more
significant quantity than has been discussed elsewhere. However, the mixed nature of the level
associated with several of the finds and the emphasis on a selection of the assemblage
represented obscures further discussion of the presence of these materials as part of separate
episodes, or as intrusive material introduced as a result of the activities on the lower terrace in
the Geometric period.
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Select depositional scenarios can be associated with the formation of the mixed layer.
Firstly, the wash and upper layers of the Helladic occupation were cleared in association with the
initial Geometric building phase on the terrace. If this fill was disposed of to the south, we
would expect the mixing of EH I–II materials from the two occupation phases with Geometric
material from the initial occupation and building phase into a single layer.1561 The formation of
the mixed layer would be associated with this subsequent building phase. The absence of
documentation of DE 1 or DE 2 abutting the mixed layer suggests that these episodes were only
partially incorporated into the mixed deposit, likely indicating that the mixing occurred as part of
the spreading of the layer above rather than the large-scale disturbance or extensive remove of
these episodes. Part of the mixed layer could also be accumulated wash from the east or the
relocated accumulation from above DE 2. Based on the accumulation proposed by Payne, it is
only after the clearing of accumulated wash down to the level of the Helladic remains that the
layers could have been cut through for the foundation trench of the temple, resulting in the
disturbance of materials that may have been disposed of to the south and contributed to the
formation a mixed layer of Helladic and Geometric materials. The introduction of LH remains
could have occurred at various points ranging from the LH use of the area to the introduction
through the accumulated wash. Later disposal down the slope in association with the Geometric
period’s clearing and construction could have also resulted in mixing as part of the formation of
a new tipping level above the existing Helladic layer, namely, DE 1. The gradual slope of the
area in the places where the bedrock or surface level was higher permitted the pushing and
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leveling of the materials, disturbing the existing layers. Evidence of this manner of formation
comes from the concentration of mixed Helladic and Geometric materials along the upper side of
the slope, to the south of the flat portion of the terrace, and its absence above the portion of the
undisturbed EH I deposit. The introduction of Geometric material to the mixed layer probably
occurred throughout these processes, or as a result of additional leveling after the accumulation
of some Geometric remains. In addition, some of the LH materials possibly had longer lives and
were integrated into the deposit as part of this early Geometric activity. It is also possible that
the mixed layer was a culmination of all these potential episodes and that the differences
demarcating the episodes were not noted during excavation. Unfortunately, large portions of
these layers were cut through as part of the leveling of the area for the construction of the paved
surface; this limits the evidence available for the reconstruction of these layers in relation to the
partially preserved Geometric foundations.
Overall, the presence of the mixed materials around the two undisturbed portions of the
Helladic Deposit demonstrates that the level is an episode separating the Helladic remains from
the Geometric Deposit. Despite being discussed as directly associated with the Helladic remains,
the layer containing votives was separated from the lower Helladic layers by this depositional
episode. As the documentation on the loose sheets reflects, the identification of differences in
the dating of the assemblages, and thus the layers, occurred as part of the post excavation study
of the ceramics and it is unclear how much the differences outlined above were distinguished in
the field.1562
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Up to this point, my analysis has reconsidered and slightly modified our understanding of the
main phases set out by the final interpretation and publication of the data set. If DE 3 is
attributed to leveling associated with the Geometric building phase, we would expect the
introduction of Geometric materials into the upper layer of the Helladic Deposit and the
integration of Helladic remains into the subsequent depositional episode from the disturbed areas
to create the mixed layer. However, if the Geometric Deposit formed over time in conjunction
with the occupation of the temple, the gradual nature of accumulation and deposition would
result in the formation of recognizable depositional episodes distinct from the leveling of these
earlier materials. Even if it were the case that the mixed level was associated with the earliest
Geometric building phase, the episode predates the deposition linked to the deposition in the
manner used by Payne to emphasize the significance of the deposit as a votive deposit associated
with the temple. It is therefore problematic to describe DE 3 as the Geometric Deposit’s lowest
layer, as the remains associated with this layer predate the materials accumulating from the
dedicatory practices centered on the Geometric temple. However, Payne’s discussion of the
mixed layer insinuates that there was no distinction of this nature, either based on finds or the
depositional matrix, implying that the Geometric materials in this lowest level represented a
mixture of the upper deposit with the lower one.1563 It is difficult to map out discrete evidence
from the mixed deposit supporting or refuting this interpretation due to the limited
documentation of the nature of the assemblage from this specific layer. However, it is clear that
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DE 3 represents not only deposition postdating the formation of these two earlier episodes, but
also predating the formation of a votive deposit.
Payne’s juxtaposition and conflation of the Helladic and Geometric Deposits, further
cemented by his direct association of the two in the section drawing of the area, have hindered
our understanding of the differences between deposits and depositional episodes in the area
around the altar. The disparate representation of the deposits is further evidenced by the
differences in the documentation of the Geometric Deposit presented in the field notebooks
versus the analysis of the deposit in Perachora I. I use the evidence reconstructed from the
analysis of the documentation of the pits excavated around the altar above to isolate the layers
documented above the mixed layer.
In the area below the triglyph altar, particularly to the south and west, the excavation of the
Geometric Deposit was more extensively documented due to the deposit’s size and the nature of
the finds in these areas; this can be partially attributed to the fact that the Geometric layers, no
matter their form of deposition, contained a concentration of materials in this area that were not
as spread out as that from other sections of the terrace. This portion of the deposit formed
following the slope of the terrace and could be discussed as a gradually accumulating tipping
level. However, the slope was practically invisible at the time of excavation as a relatively level
surface was established in association with the architectural remains from the 6th to 4th centuries
B.C. (Figs. 48–49, 58, 105a–b, 110). Thus, the concentration of materials in the area, rather than
being linked to the fact that there was room for more disposal in this area, made this the focus in
the interpretation of the Geometric Deposit.
The pebble paving was initially identified due to its exposure in the hillside by the sea; the
excavation and exposure of this paved surface early in the excavation of the lower terrace
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provided a flat surface that served as the point from which to take many measurements in the
subsequent excavation of the layers below. Even in the areas to altar’s the south and west, where
the paving did not continue, the height of the paving served as a designated level for the area’s
excavation (Figs. 48–49). The excavation of the sections below the paving in “pits,” or smaller,
controlled trenches, illustrates that differences and continuity in layers were identified postexcavation, rather than the slope and extent of each layer being traced as part of the initial
investigations. In this case, it is easy to suppose that several areas classified as being
contaminated were areas where the layers down the slope were excavated in horizontal passes.
This style of excavation made it difficult to attribute finds to specific layers, particularly as they
were treated as part of the larger deposit. The labeling of baskets of finds in association with an
area and depth range means that while layers may have been distinguishable during excavations,
the levels were conflated during the analysis and publication of the finds.
The depths documented for bedrock inform our understanding of the expanse covered by the
Geometric Deposit around the altar. In the field notebooks, the lowest point identified for the
bedrock to the west of the altar, below the terrazza, is a depth of 1.30 m (Figs. 41–42).1564 The
concentration of materials from the Geometric Deposit is identified as being thickest to the
altar’s south and west and is described as spanning a depth of roughly 1–1.2 m, placing the
lowest point in close proximity to the level established for the bedrock; this documentation
obscures the ability to discuss the presence or absence of DE 1 in the area.1565 The deposit’s
depth indicates that the level of the bedrock, while slightly irregular, was closely defined with
the depth classified as the lowest level of the deposit. The presence of a cultural layer in close
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articulation with DE 0 is documented elsewhere; for instance, in the area around the boulders,
the depth reaches 1.25–1.40/1.50 m (Figs. 111–112a–b). To the southwest of the terrazza the
deposit reaches a depth of 1.20 m (Fig. 107). In the area between the altar and temple, cultural
materials are identified at a depth of 0.90–1.2 m.1566 In the analysis of the ceramics the lowest
depth assigned cultural materials is relatively consistent.1567 The top of the Geometric Deposit
is also identified as being just below the paving.1568 In the case of the Geometric Deposit, these
depths suggest that the deposit consisted of a relatively homogenous fill spanning the area
between the bedrock and the pavement above, which is not the case. This documentation also
raises questions about the relationship of this deposit to the virgin soil and Helladic remains
outlined above. Although reconsidering the documentation of these depths confirms the
excavation and publication of the episodes as a single unit, the layers can be subdivided using the
documentation of levels in conjunction with the matrixes assigned to various layers in the
excavations.
As outlined previously, the location, extent, and expanse of various levels at Perachora is
unestablished, indicating the issues with relying on the section drawing to understand the area’s
deposition. Variances in depth and location between the bedrock and Geometric Deposit may
mark areas where portions of the Helladic remains were present, or the bedrock was slightly
higher. However, the lack of clear documentation of both layers in conjunction with one another
makes it necessary to reconsider this relationship through closer depositional analysis.
Addressing the layers individually first allows my subsequent consideration to combine the
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outline for the Helladic layers and the evidence isolatable for the lower levels of the Geometric
Deposit.
The deposit’s layers documented from the bottom-up include a mixed level containing
Geometric and Helladic remains, a mud level containing predominantly Geometric remains, a
sandy level containing limited/indeterminate remains, a white level containing
limited/indeterminate remains, a mud level containing predominantly Geometric remains, and a
burnt level containing predominantly Geometric remains. The relationship of these levels,
particularly the levels without votives, is not treated as being of interest due to the focus on the
Geometric votive assemblage attributed to the deposit. The documentation does permit the
identification of the layers as not all being clearly established as votive layers, creating a picture
of accumulation within the deposit that is far less homogeneous than that proposed in the
publications.
As several layers were identified in the excavation of the area associated with the Geometric
Deposit, understanding the distinction between references to the layers identified here, provides a
more nuanced interpretation of the stratigraphy for the area excavated to the altar’s south and
west. In other words, understanding the layers within and across the trenches used to excavate
the area provides the best starting point for establishing the stratigraphy for the deposit, as well
as providing the framework for reconstructing depositional episodes. The condensed treatment
of the layers as a single deposit has also restricted cross-comparison of similar layers across the
terrace. The section drawings around the altar identify three distinct lower levels considered as
episodes herein: the lowest mud layer (minus the mixed remains from DE 3) is Depositional
Episode 4, the sandy layer is Depositional Episode 5, and the white layer is Depositional
Episode 6, and the two distinct upper levels—the mud layer and burnt layer—are Depositional
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Episode 7 and Depositional Episode 8, respectively. The synthesis of all of these into a single
deposit and the focus on the burnt stratum necessitates starting with this layer or DE 8 and
working backwards to establish the evidence for deposition for each individual layer.
Much like the Akraia Deposit to the west, the classification burnt stratum was used
throughout the field notebooks to refer to the excavation of the Geometric Deposit, but the layer
was not mentioned or directly correlated with the deposit in the publications. Although the burnt
stratum in the deposit is the product of a distinct depositional episode, the nature of the matrix
was similar enough to cause Payne to assign the same classification to similar layers in other
areas, a point revisited in the discussion of burnt layers identified within the West Court below.
The burnt stratum on the terrace’s east side (Area 1) is documented in the section drawings to
the south and west of the altar (Figs. 35, 38, 40–41). Below the edge of the altar to the south, the
burnt level is depicted as relatively flat (Fig. 35), but subsequent excavations immediately to the
altar’s west show the angle of the layer (Fig. 38). In one section drawing depicting this area, the
burnt stratum is shown as the only labeled layer, leaving it unclear if there were other layers
above or below this section (Fig. 41). However, the notes from the section drawing outline that a
“little further to W[est] all w[ith] burnt on and round;” the placement of the note on a boulder
and the dark pencil lines demonstrate that the reference is to the presence of the burnt layer on
and around the boulders to the west (Fig. 40). Further evidence for the burnt layer around the
boulders at this level to the altar’s west and its absence in other areas comes from notes on a top
plan of the same area, namely, the pit/trench just below the paving to the west of the altar (Fig.
38–39). However, the documentation of the finds provides limited insight into the assemblage
associated with this portion of the layer (Fig. 113), and the relation of this layer to the cultural
materials around and below the boulders (Figs. 111, 112). The review below also reevaluates the
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relationship of the boulders, Depositional Episode 9, to the other layers of the Geometric
Deposit.1569
It is the combined representation of several instances of documentation of the burnt stratum
(DE 8), and the mud stratum (DE 7) that provides a better understanding of the difference in the
concentration of votives in these layers.
The excavation of the pit/trench to the west of the altar stylobate required the removal of the
pebble paving and pavers (Fig. 110); the cross-hatched section on the west side of the area
covered by Paver B shows evidence for burning in the upper level (Fig. 38). In the notes, the
burnt layer is described as having a little near the top, and then none in the surrounding areas;
combining the two drawings suggests that the layer was concentrated at a higher level to the
northwest, below Paver B, near the area where the stylobate and pavers are in closer proximity to
the bedrock (Fig. 38). The burnt layer was not present to the south, in the area where the paving
was not preserved (Fig. 110). If one operates on the assumption that this layer was formed in the
Geometric period, perhaps at the end of the use of the temple, then certain interpretations can be
drawn about the deposition. This is where the leveling of the terrace for the placement of the
paving caused the removal of a portion of the upper layers, including the burnt stratum (DE 8)
and mud stratum (DE 7).
The burnt layer sloped downward elsewhere, leaving a gap between the top of the layer and
the paving. This indicates the level was cut through to the north to where the pavement resets on
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bedrock, but left undisturbed in other areas where it was at a lower depth. This also suggests that
a different fill was present around the upper level of the other boulders and open areas above
these levels. The burnt layer was not documented in the area to the north of the altar and below
the steps to the east (Figs. 101–102). Payne documents the presence of the Helladic and
Geometric Deposits to the south of the wall foundations in his manuscript, indicating that the
area within the temple foundations was not completely cleared of debris.1570 However, no
evidence of a burnt stratum was identified in this area, which suggests that the layer was not
present on the temple’s interior nor to the north of the structure.
Documentation of the area excavated to the altar’s west outlines how the burnt layer slopes
downward from this upper elevation. The excavated area was roughly 1.5 m wide; to the north
the deposit covers a range in depth from 0.50–0.75 m, and to the south it covers a range of 0.75–
1.25 m (Fig. 40).1571 These depths indicate how the layer follows a gradual slope, only changing
in depth roughly 0.25 m from one end of the trench to the other. The layer is also labeled by
Payne as being approximately 0.15–0.25 m thick; this indicates it was relatively uniform, with a
slight increase in thickness to the south.1572 Both the depth and thickness at these two points, as
well as the drawing of the level on other plans, demonstrate that the burnt stratum did not span
the entirety of the area classified as the Geometric Deposit, but rather was the focal point of
excavations due to both its concentration around the altar and its use to distinguish between the
layers above and below. Further evidence for the burnt layer’s presence at this upper elevation
comes from the area directly to the south of the altar where the level was identified just below
the stylobate (Figs. 35, 38, 110). In the uppermost layer, where the pebble paving and pavement
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blocks were absent, the Geometric sherds were mixed in with modern remains, including chapel
tiles (Fig. 114a).1573 The discussion of this exposed portion of the deposit in the analysis of the
middle section in front of the terrazza outlines that there was a range of finds including
Geometric, Roman, and modern; the extent of contamination is not established but is linked to a
span up to .35 m (Fig. 114a–b).1574 In the case of the area directly to the south of the paving and
altar, a span up to 0.5 m is outlined and the finds are established as being mostly unpainted
Geometric with some EH and one or two pieces of modern (Fig. 115).1575 The difference in the
assemblage from the two areas indicates differing levels of disturbance around the altar. The
differences in the finds from various depths align with the identification and absence of the burnt
and mud layers in these areas, confirming Payne’s argument that the areas capped off by the
paving were well preserved, while others were more disturbed.1576 For instance, to altar’s south
a small section of the burnt layer is identified to the north in the area covered the stylobate, while
the exposed area to the south does not clearly establish the continuation or absence of the layer
(Fig. 35). However, disturbance is not the sole contributor in the differences in the layers in the
area.
Differences in the depths and finds attributed to the burnt level in various drawings indicate
that not only did the burnt layer occur at different elevations across the terrace, likely as a result
of following the existing topography, as well as being disturbed, but that the mud layer was
conflated with the burnt layer in some areas. To the south of the altar, or rather below the south
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end of the altar, the burnt layer is on top of the mud layer at roughly 0.24–0.30 m in depth, or
spanning roughly 6 cm (Fig. 35). 1577 Despite the absence of documentation to the south, the
section does establish that the burnt stratum to the north was located above other layers. The
layer started at the higher elevation directly below the edge of the altar and to the pavement’s
northwest and then sloped down to the south and southwest; this slope may also reflect the
disturbance of the upper levels of the layer. Payne notes that his measurements around the altar
were typically taken from the top of the stones, which is shown here to be 24 cm; the presence of
the stylobate above a portion of the deposit and its absence to the south is accounted for with the
1933 surface level to the south being established at the top of Block B (Fig. 35).1578 Four
different measurements are outlined for the upper levels in the area, allowing the analysis to
establish that the top of the burnt layer is at 0.24 m, directly below the stylobate, and the bottom
of the layer is at 0.30 m. The mud layer below, DE 7, spans a depth of 0.30–0.48 m.1579 The
burnt layer is conflated with the mud layer in the analysis, as is indicated by several references to
burnt mud in the notes.1580 The brackets and notes do not clarify the location of the finds in
respect to the area spanned by both layers— a depth of roughly 0.23 m (Fig. 35).1581 The finds
outlined on this section drawing are similar to the assemblage outlined for the area to the west of
the altar, also referred to as Area 26; in the analysis of the ceramics from Area 26, a note
establishes that a portion of the finds were “all in burnt” (Fig. 96). Finds from this area to the
west of the altar included a blue scarab, pin, iron tripod leg, gold rings, and parts of terracotta
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architectural models.1582 To the altar’s south finds included geometric sherds, spits, gold rings, 1
fragment, and four scarabs, as well as a TC architectural model, bronze spit, bronze disc.1583
Both assemblages included examples of gold rings, scarabs, architectural models, spits, and other
small dedications emphasized as representative of the nature of Geometric dedication at the site;
the rarity of metal and fiancé objects in the deposit was noted in the publication.1584 The corpus
from the area also includes the finds discussed in relation to the Argive connections represented
in the dedications.1585 The proximity of these two areas, and the reference to the burnt/mud layer
does not suggest that the objects were from both sections of the deposit, but rather that little was
done to establish the concentration of the remains across the two layers.
Considering further the depths assigned to these layers, as well as the documentation of
objects from other areas, sheds light on possible selective deposition linked to the formation of
the layers in this area. Reevaluating the depths and the extent of the layers across the deposit
highlights the problems with conflating the layers into a single deposit, and with referring to the
levels using different titles. As outlined above, DE 7 and DE 8 are conflated in some references;
however, the evidence for burning was concentrated at the top of the level. Despite the
burnt/mud layer being correlated with the description of the Geometric Deposit in the
publications, the layers are not representative of a single depositional episode following the
formation of the mixed Helladic and Geometric layer, nor can they be conflated as indicative
gradual, homogenous accumulation over time. While the section drawings provide further
evidence of depositional episodes separating the burnt stratum from the Helladic Deposit, they
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also provide insight into layers containing concentrations of similar Geometric remains, and the
levels separating these layers. The conflation of these two upper layers is further complicated by
the presence of the lower mud layer, or DE 4; as it is the case that Geometric Deposits is also
used to refer to this layer, it is necessary to use the depths and intervening layers to determine
how the documentation in the archival materials informs our understanding of the difference in
the levels. As this layer formed earlier, the layer and associated evidence must be considered as
a depositional episode linked to earlier activities. My analysis below focuses on determining if
these mud/burnt layers represent distinct depositional episodes and how these differences and
similarities inform our understanding of the practices associated with the formation of the layer
and their attribution to the deposit.
Several depths associated with a burnt level have been outlined here; now I will readdress
these depths in respect to the areas defined elsewhere as being above or below the white level.
This white stratum, which separates the layers described as containing concentrations of votives,
was identified as a potential floor and used as a point of reference in the analysis of the ceramics.
This makes the level useful for establishing which burnt/mud level is being referenced in respect
to specific depths. The burnt layer is identified in the pit to the altar’s southwest at a depth of
0.52 m.1586 Two section drawings of the pit excavated to the west of the altar depict the area
from the north to the south; comparing the two areas provides evidence of the slope of the layer
towards the sea, as well as to the west, towards the 6th century temple (Figs 40, 41). On the
northwest side of the West Altar Pit, the burnt layer is at the depth of roughly 0.50–0.70 m (Fig.
40); on the northeast side, the burnt layer is at the depth of 0.65–0.75 m (Figs. 41).1587 The layer
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starts at a slightly lower level to the east, around the altar. On the southwest side, the burnt layer
is at the depth of roughly 0.75–1.25 m, indicating the slope down toward the sea (Fig. 40). To
the south of the altar, in the South Altar Pit, the slope is documented from north to south, with
the layer to the north at a depth of 48–54 cm and to the south at a depth of 54–65 or 54–70 cm
(Fig. 35).1588 If the burnt level extends to the south in place of the white layer and possibly the
muddy layer, the layer would have a slope with a difference of roughly 20 cm based on the
change in depth. This difference in depth is also reflected around the boulders below the paving.
To the north the rocks reach a depth of 50 cm, while they reach a depth of 70 cm to the south;
however, the burnt matrix is concentrated on the west end of the West Altar Pit, indicating a
difference in the concentration of this debris within the deposit (Fig. 40, 42). The burnt layer is
also mentioned in the area around the chapel. Although it is unclear which trench is being
referred to, or how far to the south of the cella of the chapel the layer was, the burnt layer’s
description at a depth of 1 m, and that being only in the south, suggests it is in closer proximity
to the levels identified below and to the west of the altar (Figs. 116–117). One photograph
documents the area around the altar after the paving had been cleared, but prior to the removal of
the chapel; this phase of excavations around the altar indicates that initially a straight baulk was
left just in front of the chapel’s south wall (Fig. 118). Prior to the chapel’s removal, the area to
the south of the altar was excavated, as well as a section further to the west (Fig. 119). These
phases show that levels were left separating the trenches being used, supporting the identification
of this southern portion of the trench as the area around the altar’s north side.
To explore this association, it is necessary to reconsider the levels below the altar, as well as
the relation of the burnt stratum in various areas to the white layer (DE 6), which is identified as
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directly below the burnt/mud layer (Fig. 35). Evidence for a different white layer in Area 2 is
interpreted as the accumulation of decomposed shelly limestone; however, mention of white soil
in Area 1 is linked to the discussion of decomposed plaster and a possible floor layer. The
layer’s limited documentation in Area 2 and the lack of description of the soil in either area make
it difficult to determine the nature of these layers. However, the distinction of the layer in Area 1
allows for comparison of the layer to the surrounding layers in order to determine what evidence
there is for distinct depositional horizons within the Geometric Deposit.
Although no finds are clearly ascribed to DE 6, concentrations of Geometric finds come from
the mud/burnt layer above and the mud layer below.1589 A note on the section drawing to the
altar’s south outlines how the white layer ends to the south, or is cut through; the fill to the south,
which extends from the surface level down past the white layer, contains a concentration of
votives (Fig. 35). Area A+ is identified to the south of the altar, below the white floor (Fig. 120);
unfortunately, the depth provided for the layer covers a span of 1 m. The absence of the white
layer in the trench to the south of the altar and the presence of a larger span of Geometric
materials indicate that it was cut through as part of the deposition of the Geometric materials
associated with the upper burnt/mud layer. Despite not being depicted in any of the section
drawings from the west of the altar, one description of the area to altar’s southwest documents
the white level at 0.45 m, referring to it as a floor with Geometric remains over it.1590 It is clear
that it continues to the southwest; a description of the excavations to the south of middle section
of the terrazza, outlines that finds from the section of the trench to the south of the chapel were
below the white layer (Fig. 121).1591 The depth ascribed to the middle section to the terrazza’s
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south is narrower than that in the area to the south of the altar, with the layer spanning 0.35–0.70
m (Fig. 121). However, in respect to the portion of the trench associated with the middle section
to the south of the terrazza, the finds from the upper levels include more mixed materials, and
there is no mention of the white floor’s preservation; as this is likely the area where the terrazza
was not preserved, the presence of the mixing at the upper levels and along the exposed area is to
be expected (Fig. 122). Another area where the white layer is defined is the extension of the
south terrazza trench (Figs. 123–125), which is likely an extension of the area outlined above,
ranging from the area in front of the chapel to the area in front of the terrazza; no depth is
discussed in respect to the area.1592 Finds are distinguished as coming from the areas above and
below the layer, supporting the lack of association of any materials with the layer. Several finds
from Area 26, while not discussed in conjunction with the finds below the white layer, are linked
to finds from Area A+ (Fig. 126a–b). The analysis denotes that a piece of conical oinochoe from
area A+ joins with piece from west of altar below the depth of 75 cm (Fig. 126a), and that
another piece of the vessel which also joins was found in A+ (Fig. 126b). This distribution,
below the white layer at a depth of roughly 0.75 m, suggests that the fragments, rather than being
mixed across layers, were found within the same layer, just in different areas. This manner of
deposition indicates fragmentation in association with deposition, that is, the full clearing of
previously fragmented objects. This evidence indicates that the white layer is representative of a
different episode of deposition, one that is distinct from the two abutting layers containing
Geometric votives. The white layer must then be reconsidered, possibly even as an occupation
level, separating depositional activities associated with the disposal of the Geometric materials.
The distinction also reflects that the “burnt layer” that received more attention in the subsequent
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analysis, likely as a result of its association with votives deemed to be of greater interest, was in
fact the lower mud layer (DE 4).
The sandy layer (DE 5) is identified directly below the white layer to the south of the altar.
The layer’s extent is not clearly documented, but the hashing indicates it continues across the
entire expanse of the South Altar Pit (Fig. 35). No remains are discussed in respect to the level,
similar to the white layer above, but its extent and the nature of the soil indicate it served as a
leveling fill. The fact that the sandy layer covered more space than the white layer above can be
explained in two ways: 1) the white layer was restricted to one side of the terrace, illustrating a
smaller occupation area or area with a designated use; or 2) the later deposition of the burnt/mud
layer and finds in the area resulted in the disturbance of the occupation surface. Either way, this
form of deposition slightly alters our understanding of the evidence for tipping layers and
gradual accumulation in the area during the Geometric period; instead, the layer indicates a flat
expanse at this lower level, even as early as the Geometric period. While very little can be said
about specific evidence from the layer due to the nature of documentation, it plays an important
role for understanding the depositional practices in the area.
The sandy layer caps of the mud layer below (DE 4), which contained a concentration of
votives (Fig. 35). As outlined above, this mud layer is similar in composition to the burnt/mud
layer identified at the top of the Geometric Deposit; in the area to the south of the altar, finds
documented from the layer, identified at a depth of 0.60 m, include purely geometric pottery,
black glazed cups, a glass bead, and gold ring.1593 However, considering the concentration of
materials from similar levels outlined above from the areas below the paving, it is necessary to
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examine the evidence from this level in respect to the finds from directly below the altar (Figs.
127–130). The groupings of materials below the altar include finds found the first day of
excavations (Fig. 127), finds from the first level below the altar foundations (Fig. 128), finds
from below the depth of 73 cm (Fig. 129), and finds from below the foundations to a depth of 1
m (Fig. 130). The finds from the first day are similar to those from below a depth of 0.73 m,
again indicating the similarity in the assemblages from the two mud layers. However, for the
layer below 0.73 m, there is a mention of a vessel with joining fragments from Area A+ (Fig.
129); this supports the interpretation above that the layer and associated remains concentrated
below and directly around the altar as part of DE 4 were part of the deposition of a larger,
selective concentration of votives. Considering this episode in conjunction with the other layers
containing votives also provides evidence for why these layers were conflated as part of a single
deposit.
Part of the reason for these distinct depositional episodes being dismissed as a single deposit
in past assessments of the Geometric Deposit is the lack of discussion of any of these lower
layers, or even the burnt layer, in the final publication. However, the presence of layers
separating the two concentrations of votives does not naturally coincide with the discussion of
the finds in the publication as coming from the upper, middle, and lower portions of the deposit;
nor does it mesh with the description of some of the finds, such as cups, being dispersed
throughout the entire range of the deposit. Cups were common throughout these layers, as is
indicated by an emphasis on the form in the area to the south of the terrazza (Fig. 131), as well as
the area to the west of the altar (Fig. 132). The presence of these forms, which were documented
more extensively in some cases than the objects that could be clearly designated as votives,
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provide insight into the depositional practices associated with the Geometric occupation and the
dismissal of these differences.
Correlating generalizing descriptions from the publication with these more specific accounts
requires considering the association of the layers with the subdivisions used in the analysis of
several of the excavation areas.1594 Although I do not use the designations upper, middle, and
lower, the division reflects a similar classification into three areas. The upper layer, typically
spanning up to 0.35 m, is described as more contaminated—this likely consisted of both the
burnt and mud layers causing the differences to be viewed as contamination; in the areas to the
south of the pavement the depth of the layer appears to extend further, reaching a depth of
roughly 0.50 m. The middle layer, which can roughly be designated as the area below the white
layer, or more specifically the mud layer with some burnt designated as DE 4, is identified at a
depth of approximately 0.75 m. The lower layer, which roughly coincides with the mixed layer
designated as DE 3, varies but is identified in the range of 0.9–1.2 m. In some areas, particularly
to the west of the altar, the EH layer occurs below this at a depth of 1.2–1.4/5 m. I use these
ranges below to reconsider the discussion of the extensively documented pits to the south and
west of the altar.
Reconsidering the presence of these layers and the ranges documented emphasizes how their
dismissal has further skewed our understanding of the dispersal of finds in conjunction with
specific depositional episodes. Section drawings of the layers to the altar’s south and southwest
show the depth of these layers below the stylobate and paving blocks; in the South Altar Pit the
notes document the presence of cultural remains at the bottom of the lower mud layer (DE 4)
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(Fig. 35). Payne notes that the levels and depth are sloping down to the south; in the area south
of the altar the layer also sloped upward slightly to the west as was indicated by its presence at
0.65 m near the altar and at 0.61 m roughly 2 m to the west (Figs. 35, 37). The thickness of the
levels in this lower portion of the deposit was also relatively uniform with the sandy layer
spanning 0.46–0.61 m and the mud layer spanning 0.61–0.75 m (Fig. 37). At the top of the
lower mud layer, various finds are denoted; it is possibly the presence of these materials along
with the change in soil that prompted the distinction between the two levels. The lower mud
layer spans an unestablished depth, but it is in the range of 0.90–1.2 m that a second clustering of
materials is emphasized.1595 Although the vessel identified in one of the section drawings, whose
base had a diameter of 25 cm, was unable to be identified, it is possible this is part of the mixed
layer (DE 3) (Fig. 37). This provides evidence that DE 3 was documented in the area’s
excavations, but that the level was considered as part of the lowest mud layer containing
Geometric votives and was only delineated as a separate layer after the finds’ subsequent
analysis. While problematic, this improves the picture of deposition in the area as it explains the
discrepancies in depth addressed above in respect to the span of the Geometric Deposit and the
depth of the bedrock. While this attribution splits this lowest layer in to two depositional
episodes, the mixed layer remains DE 3, as previously designated.
Returning to the upper levels of the deposit, the mud/burnt layer is two distinct episodes that
were the focus in the interpretation of the deposit in the publications. If these levels within the
Geometric Deposit are considered in respect to the layout of the area provided by the published
section of the triglyph altar, it is evident the upper burnt/mud layer and the lower mud layer, as
well as the associated assemblage, are being conflated as the Geometric Deposit, with the
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presence of any other layers being dismissed in their entirety. The broad documentation suggests
that the layer containing Geometric votives formed as a homogenous tipping layer, with the
reconstruction showing the level extending from the area of the Geometric temple to the bedrock
(Figs. 30–31a–b). However, the differences outlined above show that distinct stages of
deposition occurred, and the relationship of these episodes to the occupation of the temple and
later building phases is more complex. Considering the depositional evidence related for the
burnt/mud layer helps establish how these layers differ from the earlier deposition. In particular,
the presence of boulders and stones in the burnt material and below the paving provide evidence
for the presence of another major depositional episode linked to the subsequent construction on
the terrace. Reconsideration of the relationship between the burnt layer and boulders, DE 8 and
DE 9, around the boulders also informs our understanding of the detriment of the conflation of
this later level with the earlier mud layer, DE 4.
As mentioned previously, several of the section drawings from the west of the altar show
boulders in the burnt stratum (Figs. 38–42). The boulders and stones resting in the burnt stratum
vary in size, but some were so large that they had to be broken up during the excavations to be
removed.1596 The section drawing shows that one boulder rests directly below the plinth for one
of the columns along the altar’s western side (Fig. 39). The size and distribution of the rocks
shows that they provide rubble foundations for the paving and altar, as well as serve to fill in the
steep slope present to the south of the terrace. Payne had argued that the stones were placed as
part of the Geometric building’s construction, indicating the stones were likely disturbed or
reused as part of this subsequent building phase. The placement of the boulders, outlined in
greater detail in respect to the analysis of the finds from the area, indicates a difference in the
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depth of the boulders in different areas on the terrace. Combined with the presence of the burnt
matrix around the stones, this difference suggests that the boulders are potentially associated
with two different expansions of usable space in association with the increased activity on the
terrace. The boulders served as a rubble foundation, initially in the early Geometric and again
during later renovations, and the materials were exposed in association with the formation of the
second burnt layer. The use of the boulders and the relation of the two layers demonstrates that
both layers are linked to the leveling of the terrace in conjunction with the renovation of the area,
possibly as part of an Early Archaic, or 6th century B.C., building phase. Even if the boulders
initially represented an earlier feature associated with the Geometric temple’s construction, the
manner of deposition and association makes them part of a later depositional episode. This
revises the perception of the formation of this depositional episode in association with either the
occupation or the immediate abandonment of the Geometric temple. The upper layer could also
represent the secondary deposition of a disturbed portion of the lower layer. Thus, it is the lower
mud layer that represents depositional activities occurring alongside the use of the structure. The
later burnt/mud layer, on the other hand, marks a separate depositional episode.
The presence of the burnt material and votives in the upper layers around some of the
boulders suggests an interlinked relationship between the deposition of the burnt matter in
association with the boulders, as well as the mud layer with votives. However, the concentration
of burning also differentiates the upper and lower depositional episodes containing votives.
Based on the evidence, the upper mud layer represents Depositional Episode 7, the burnt layer
below the boulders Depositional Episode 8, and the boulders and surrounding matrix
Depositional Episode 9. In addition, although only outlined briefly, sand was identified directly
below the paving and altar indicating the presence of Depositional Episode 10. It is unclear if
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the sand created a level surface below the paving in the areas where the burnt layer, boulders,
and surrounding matrix were not directly below the surface. However, it is not possible to
establish any other evidence for deposition between the paving and DE 10.
Despite the presence of several depositional episodes at this upper level, the assemblage
across DE 7–9 includes votives similar to those isolated in DE 4. Many of the remains
emphasized as representative of the Geometric assemblage in Perachora I were associated with
the documentation of the burnt or mud layers in the field notebooks. Despite being interpreted as
representative of the deposit, the depositional episodes outlined above show that the layer more
extensively associated with these interpretations was the lower mud layer, which does not make
up the entirety of the deposit. The presence of the widest range, or the thickest part of the
deposit to the south and west of the altar, initially seemed to indicate the deposit followed the
natural topography, as was the case with the Helladic Deposit (DE 1–2). While the later cutting
through of these deposits in the area between the altar and the Geometric temple as part of the
construction of a level surface obscures some elements of these layers’ nature, it also informs our
understanding of the creation and similarity of these depositional episodes. As noted in respect
to the earlier layers preserved in situ around the Geometric temple, the absence of the burnt layer
to the north of the temple and within the temple indicates that the burnt layer was not originally
present in these spaces, nor was the layer spread in these areas after the abandonment of the area.
The burnt stratum probably accumulated over time in the area outside the temple, possibly in
association with sacrifice/feasting practices. However, one must also consider the significance
of the concentration of votives within this layer, as well as the mud layers that are also referred
to as burnt due to the close association and possible mixing of the two layers in the subsequent
spreading. The presence of Geometric sherds, spits, fibulae, gold objects, and other votive

389

materials in the mud layer associated with the burnt stratum is what promoted Payne’s
identification of both levels as part of a votive deposit. However, my review of the evidence
shows that the assemblage consisting of objects of a distinctive dedicatory nature came
predominantly from the mud rather than burnt layers.
It appears that the assemblages incorporated into the mud and burnt layers were kept separate
both prior to and as part of deposition. The deposition of the burnt stratum near the layer’s
surface supports the interpretation that many of the votives had been incorporated into the mud
layer and were deposited prior to the spreading of the majority of the burnt material. Depending
on the manner of deposition, some votives may have been stored, dedicated, or collected in
proximity to the original location of the matrix included in the depositional episode. It is also a
possibility that some of the objects, particularly cult equipment, were used in conjunction with
the activities producing the burnt materials. Such activities were likely centered on the flat area
to the temple’s south where the paving and altar would be constructed. A concentration of the
burnt material and associated assemblage were incorporated into the mud layer’s upper levels
when they were disposed of to the south, possibly along the boundary of what would become the
occupied expanse associated with the early archaic activities on the terrace and then the 6th
century temple and altar. This explains the clustering of materials, as well as the mixed nature of
this episode within the deposit. However, the evidence of burning in the mud layers suggests the
mixing of these materials into the layers with other fill as part of reoccurring and similar
depositional practices.
Where materials were stored or displayed and the attributes informing how they were
grouped, such as type, date, dedicatory practice, value, and so on, remains a poorly understood
aspect of sanctuary practices for Perachora in the Geometric period. Due to the issues with
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depositional episodes outlined above, there are limitations when using the assemblage from the
Geometric Deposit to explore these issues. However, several examples of fragmentation,
distribution, and clustering inform our understanding of how these elements impacted deposition
and ultimately maintenance in the Geometric Deposit at Perachora. The evidence shows that
some small objects were clustered together when deposited, while others were scattered. For
instance, the clustering of fibula on the interior floor of the temple and the grouping of spits in
the lower burnt layer suggests storage together or selective collection resulting in disposal by
type. In both cases, these are metal objects which could have been reused, but were deposited.
In the Fibula Deposit, the examples from this area appear to be less fragmentary than those found
elsewhere in the Geometric Deposit (Fig. 133). This shows that the materials on the temple’s
interior either did not get disturbed once deposited, or were not deposited initially due to their
less fragmentary nature. This differs from the fragmentation in the upper levels of the Geometric
Deposit, which is probably due to the secondary deposition of the remains within this upper mud
layer. In contrast, the grouping on the floor indicates the objects were gathered, stored, or
displayed together. The deposit is noted as containing other metal objects, and it is possible
objects of this nature were stored or displayed together, conceivably in some form of a
biodegraded container. Similarly, the abundant presence of spits in the lower levels of the
Geometric Deposit demonstrates that the objects were deliberately deposited rather than reused.
The concentration of these objects also shows the materials were grouped together prior to being
deposited, perhaps even tied together in bundles. On the other hand, the scattered distribution of
gold objects in the fill indicates these materials were not as common and were more extensively
mixed in rather than grouped together. This difference in association with specific layers could
explain the presence of select types of ceramics either throughout the layer or in pockets. The
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presence of cultural materials in the matrix surrounding the boulders, and the continuation of the
burnt layer in some areas, shows that the while the votives and materials associated with the
Geometric occupation phase were cleaned out as part of larger, targeted episodes of depositions,
the debris was also scattered by other depositional episodes in a less concentrated manner.
Analyzing the depths of the layers alongside the notes about objects informs our
understanding of these potential differences in the discussion of deposition in the publication.
For instance, notes outline that in the area to the southwest of the altar, objects were concentrated
at the top of the mud layer (DE 4) at a depth of roughly 0.60 m (Fig. 37).1597 Remains at the
layer’s top included black geometric cups, a gold ring and hair spiral, a fragment of a large glass
bead, and two other glass beads.1598 Although these are the specific finds mentioned, Payne
notes that the ceramics are purely Geometric here, placing emphasis on the stratified nature of
the area without specifying a narrower date range. At a depth of 1 m, still within the mud layer,
the finds identified include an Argive stone seal,1599 spits, a black cup, a large fragment of a
(undecipherable) with stripes.1600 The finds from the area are described as being stored in a
cardboard box for later study, denoting a clustering of materials that prompted additional
documentation and special treatment in the field.1601 The seal is one of four from the Geometric
Deposit, making it easier to identify in the publication; it is described as being found at a low
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level to the south of the altar, with Geometric sherds and bronzes.1602 Overall, the documented
objects indicate that the level is predominantly Geometric, like the corpus found above.
Similar documentation occurs for the finds from the area roughly 1 m to the east. At the
level of about 0.65 m a “gigantic” bronze spit is identified in association with a cup or
kyathos.1603 Around 0.70 m a fragment of a terracotta architectural model is identified, as well
as a very large bronze disk, probably from a spit.1604 Another discussion of the finds from the
area notes that 0.70 m finds included spits, pins, gold rings, and parts of two other temple
models.1605 Although the documentation is limited, it is possible to use it to discuss the presence
of groupings. Only four glass beads were identified in the deposit, with three of them identified
in proximity at 0.60 m. Similarly, one of the examples of a stone seal, of which only a few were
found, comes from this area. In addition, the kyathoi are not common at the site. While spits are
more common throughout, the large nature of both the spit and disk from this area were
emphasized. These factors, combined with the focus on the objects, demonstrate that the
concentration of finds from area was considered of note by Payne. This could be a product of
the fact that the discovery of the temple model fragment prompted closer consideration of the
finds from the area and more attention to detail during excavation. However, the presence of
these less common remains in conjunction with the models is of interest as it is indicative of
possible selection in deposition.
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As noted with respect to the terracotta architectural model fragments, these remains were
predominantly concentrated directly below and around the altar.1606 This is also the area to the
south of the altar where DE 6 was absent and DE 7 was present for a larger span. If the existing
layers along the edge of the occupiable area to the south were cut through or eroded away, the
larger open area would have facilitated the deposition of more Geometric materials in this select
area. The concentration of materials that were less common throughout the remainder of the
deposit, particularly with the temple models, suggests the remains were selected for deposition;
this could also be explained by the act of trying to cluster more of the materials in this area prior
to spreading the remainder in the associated level at the top of the edge. In this case, it is not just
the presence of individual items singled out as valuable, but the grouping of these materials with
other objects often neglected or discussed disparately that is indicative of slight differences from
the remainder of the layer, an aspect that has hitherto been missed in the analysis of the
assemblage.
Returning to the origin of the boulders and stones provides additional explanation for other
differences in the distribution of votives and layers on the lower terrace. Only the Geometric
temple’s northern foundations, located behind the wall to the north of the altar, were preserved.
This means that a portion of the structure was removed or collapsed prior to, or in association
with, the 6th century B.C. modification of the area. It is possible that a portion of the stones are
part of the building material from the removal or collapse of portions of the Geometric structure.
The stones from the temple are described as being undressed, jagged boulders and smaller
stones.1607 Although the extremely large examples served as earlier foundations, the limited
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evidence for surviving debris from the structure and the absence of reused stones in the later
architecture makes this association probable. In either circumstance, it is the case that a large
portion of the votives/mud and burnt stratum, DE 6 and DE 7, were cleared as part of the
renovation of the area. If the burnt level and building debris were located to the temple’s south,
it makes sense that the removal of the south wall or the debris from its collapse resulted in both
the disposal of these smaller stones within the burnt layer, as well as the incorporation of the
burnt materials and other votive materials into the matrix surrounding the stones. It is also
possible that the materials contained in the area around the boulders are part of the level referred
to elsewhere as the upper layer of the Geometric Deposit; this upper portion of the feature was
discussed as being disturbed.1608 In addition to mixing due to the possible secondary nature of
deposition in the mud layer, disturbance could be explained by the deposition resulting from the
last stages of leveling and clearing in association with the infill around the boulders and the
removal of any remaining debris from various stages of occupation. This also explains the
presence of some of the later Helladic materials within these upper levels.
It is helpful to compare the levels to the north around the Geometric temple wall to those to
the south below the paving. The paving and the altar rest directly on bedrock in some of the
areas to the north, indicating that a portion of the preexisting Geometric Deposit was cut through
as part of this construction. The section drawing of these phases in the final publication indicates
that the levels preserved to the north were part of the same deposit as those preserved at a lower
elevation to the south (Fig. 30). The angle of the level illustrates that the deposit followed the
topography, accumulating down the slope from the Geometric temple. To the north, the
Geometric sherds were found at the bottom of the steps leading to the terrace above and in the
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area around the foundations’ upper portion.1609 The layers above are not discussed, and the
layers within the surviving portion of the temple interior are emphasized as consisting of purely
Geometric sherds under a deposit of metal objects referred to as the Fibula Deposit.1610 To the
south, on the other hand, the upper layer is described as mixed and disturbed; it is referred to as
predominantly containing fragmentary sherds that were spread out in the final stage of deposition
associated with the area’s leveling. The leveling of the area in conjunction with the creation of a
flat surface, either for the paving in the 6th century B.C. or in association with earlier activity on
the terrace, resulted in more extensive disturbance than has been discussed. It is probable that
the votives deposited as part of the lower mud layer, DE 4, were disturbed in this central area of
the terrace and possibly redeposited above or removed from the terrace; however, it is unlikely
the relocation of the level formed the entirety of the upper mud layer, DE 7. While the mixing of
some earlier remains into the upper part of the deposit can be explained by this explanation of
disturbance and secondary deposition, the concentration of Late Geometric remains at this upper
level suggests it was predominately formed as a slightly later Geometric episode and differed
enough that it is unlikely it is the redeposited portion of the layer. Alternatively, the materials
may have been cleared in associated with the abandonment or as part of the continued
maintenance of the structure and associated assemblage in the Geometric period. If the lower
deposit was disturbed and redeposited, this would present different deposition and evidence than
if the layers formed as a result of distinct disposal events with the two episodes being separated
by interim accumulation and deposition, particularly of the burnt layer.

1609
1610

BSA Archive PER 13, p. 4.
BSA Archive PER 13, p. 4; Menadier 1995, pp. 98, 377; Payne 1940, p. 73.
396

Comparing the assemblages from the two levels informs our understanding of similarities
and differences in deposition associated with the life of the temple, as well as the deposition
associated with the earlier versus later deposition on the terrace. Both shed light on selection
processes and practices governing deposition in sacred space, particularly as the depositional
episodes reflect the treatment of the same materials—votives belonging to the sacred space—at
different time periods and in a different context. This also supports the identification of the
sandy layer as a leveling fill and the white layer as a construction or surface level capping off
this earlier depositional activity.
After the formation of the later mud layer in a new depositional phase, the addition of a level
of sand, the laying of pavers, and the construction of the altar and temple were activities that
resulted in further disturbance, as well as the closing off of the upper level of the episodes treated
as part of the Geometric Deposit. This explanation does not account for the survival of these
layers and their formation in respect to the potential interim presence of another temple on the
terrace in the Early Archaic period. Although the pavement is discussed by Payne as capping off
a relatively homogeneous Geometric Deposit that joined with the portion of the deposit to the
north, the distinct depositional episodes within the Geometric Deposit indicate that there were
phases of disposal across the occupied area that were different from those preserved to the north.
In addition, mapping of the various layers indicates a different picture of how and when episodes
were formed, disturbed, and covered. At least three depositional episodes contained votives and
temple remains, but none of these represent large-scale deposition associated with the Geometric
temple’s last phase of occupation, nor do they represent the later formation resulting from the
large-scale disruption of earlier episodes in the 6th or 4th century B.C.
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It is in this context that the formation of the Geometric Deposit is reconsidered in respect to
the formation of the layers to the west in Area 2. Reconsidering the links between the
depositional episodes below the 6th century temple and those around the altar is important
because the redating of the altar and paving as contemporary with the 6th century temple means
that the deposits below were possibly disturbed and closed off at the same time. Closer
consideration of these relationships sheds light on the formation and disturbance of layers across
the remainder of the terrace, including the Southeast Deposit and Akraia Deposit. However, in
order to discuss this area, it is best to start with the more clearly outlined stratigraphy further
west and then draw connections between the two areas.
8.3.3. The Southeast Deposit: Depositional Episodes 11–15
As the review of the evidence addressed, the Southeast Deposit was identified as a votive
deposit providing evidence for the presence of an Early Archaic temple on the lower terrace, but
the closed nature of the deposit and date of the remains received more attention than the
stratigraphy.1611 However, the archival record shows that the documentation of the deposit in
conjunction with the excavation of the other areas on the West Court provides the most extensive
evidence of deposition in the area; thus, the feature provides the best starting point for mapping
area’s depositional episodes. Prior to reconstructing the depositional episodes for the deposit
itself, it is necessary to contextualize the deposit in the broader consideration of the evidence for
Early Archaic activity in Area 2.
Remains from various parts of the lower terrace suggest the presence of Early Archaic
activity—a phase of occupation that certainly impacted the disturbance and creation of
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depositional episodes on the terrace. Although there is no evidence of votive deposits from this
stage of development on the terrace’s eastern side (Area 1), the evidence on the western side of
the terrace (Area 2), particularly the Southeast Deposit, is indicative not only of deposition of
votives, but also informs our understanding of the terrace’s occupation and use (Figs. 134–135).
My review of the stratigraphy from Area 2 highlights the similarities and differences in the
episodes able to be reconstructed across the terrace. I also address the extensive occupation and
reuse of the space down through the Roman period, focusing on the impact that later phases and
deposits have had our understanding of the record.
As noted previously, there were portions of the site where the bedrock was modified more
extensively, as well as where disturbance of the earlier stratigraphy occurred. These factors,
combined with the problematic documentation and publication of the area around the 6th century
temple, make it difficult to reconstruct the stratigraphy and deposition around the temple.
However, the creation and modification of the West Court at roughly the same time as the temple
makes it possible to use the deposits in this area to draw connections between layers across the
terrace.1612 Ideally, a similar approach to that taken for the Geometric Deposit would be
employed—starting with the bedrock and reconstructing the subsequent layers within the
deposits. However, the extensive modification of the bedrock in this area, combined with the
cutting through of earlier layers, makes it necessary to draw concurrently on both the earlier
evidence and the evidence of later modifications in order to create a fuller picture of deposition
in relation to the Southeast Deposit.
While it would also be preferable for the discussion of the deposition across the terrace to
progress from east to west, mapping the association of contiguous layers, unfortunately the
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nature of preservation at Perachora makes this unproductive. Much like the area around the
altar, the level of the bedrock was uneven below the 6th century temple, sloping downward to the
south and creating a difference in the depth and courses of the foundations on the temple’s
northern and southern sides (Fig. 136).1613 The foundations at the western end of the temple
follow the change in the slope of the bedrock from north to south, with the foundations being
deeper along the southern wall (Fig. 137a); in other locations, such as along the northern wall,
the bedrock was dressed to receive the foundations (Fig. 137b).1614 The bedrock is also high on
the temple’s interior; a portion of the West Room of the temple rests directly on bedrock.1615
The cult statue base was situated in the central aisle of this room and was documented as resting
partially on the bedrock and partially on a thin layer of soil (Fig. 68).1616 Thus, the survival of
layers in this area is minimal.
The poor state of architecture’s preservation in several areas further obscures the relationship
of the temple to surrounding deposits. For instance, at its eastern end the foundations are poorly
preserved, making it difficult to reconstruct entirely the plan of the structure, as well as the
relationship between the eastern end of the temple, the pavement, and surviving depositional
episodes.1617 The bedrock’s proximity to the surface and the extensive modification of the area
around the temple impacted the preservation of deposits in this portion of the terrace. In
addition, the excavation of the structure at the beginning of site’s investigations was associated
with more limited documentation and a less pronounced understanding of Perachora’s
stratigraphy and topography. Finally, the nature of the assemblage caused the publication of the
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area to be limited in Perachora I, and the evidence was largely retreated by Menadier.1618 Due
to these issues, I start with reconstructing the depositional episodes in relation to the Southeast
Deposit and the surrounding area in the West Court and then compare the analysis to the
evidence from the other areas.
The Southeast Deposit provides the only evidence from Area 2 predating the construction of
the walls referred to as part of the West Court. The initial modification of the open area into an
enclosed court has been dated to the late 6th century B.C., thereby associating the construction
with the 6th century temple.1619 However, the construction of the West Court is established by
Coulton as being part of an amalgamation of various building phases, rather than a single,
unified construction project.1620 The relation of the construction to the deposit is addressed first
below as it helps with our understanding of the relation of different phases and the level of
disturbance in the area.
Despite being referred to by Payne as a closed deposit, the Southeast Deposit was disturbed
when it was cut through during the laying of the foundations for the Southeast Polygonal Wall;
the wall was interpreted as the earliest phase of construction in the West Court (Fig. 134).1621
While a portion of the deposit on the outside of the Southeast Polygonal Wall was undisturbed, a
section was also thrown on the surface layer to the inside of the wall at the level associated with
the first West Court construction phase (Figs. 61, 134). The materials found at this upper level,
although disturbed, provide a fuller picture of the extent of the deposit, the associated
assemblage, and the relationship of the deposit to the surrounding layers and features. The
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smaller, disturbed section of the deposit is preserved to the east of the wall, while the larger,
undisturbed section is preserved to the west (Fig. 91). Evidence for the size of the two deposits
comes from the plan of the area drawn by Brock in 1933, which shows that the undisturbed
deposit, identified at a depth of 1.5 m, is roughly 5 x 2 m, and the disturbed portion, identified at
a depth of 0.6 m, is roughly 1.2 m wide (Fig. 91).1622 In Trench C, to the inside of the wall, a
dump of Protocorinthian and Corinthian materials is identified around 0.5 m from the surface,
indicating the disturbed layer extended to the west/northwest (Figs. 76–77, 93).1623 The tops of
these two depositional episodes are separated by a distance of roughly 0.9 m, but the failure to
establish the range of each layer obscures the relationship between them.1624 Establishing
whether any additional depositional episodes formed as intervening or contemporary layers
between these two episodes sheds light on the area’s disturbance and deposition. Much like the
Geometric Deposit, several layers were documented in the excavation of the Southeast Deposit
that were not addressed in the publication of the feature, making it possible to present a fuller
representation of the deposit’s stratigraphy based on these depositional episodes.
The section drawings and notes documenting the Southeast Deposit establish that its
undisturbed portion was surrounded by brown sandy soil, while the disturbed portion of the
deposit rested on top of a sandy layer (Figs. 92–93). The sandy layer below the disturbed section
on the inside of the wall was also described as containing stones and caverns, suggesting it may
have been the same layer.1625 A similar layer is described in the excavation of the trenches on
the southeastern side of the terrace towards the sea; Brock notes that the brown earth was a loose,
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stony stratum that produced some Protocorinthian and late 7th century B.C. sherds.1626 Although
described as having occasional sherds, possibly from disturbed sections of the Southeast Deposit,
none of these portions of the sandy layer are documented as having a concentration of votives or
materials similar to the assemblages found in the layers identified as votive deposits at the site;
this likely explains why these levels received limited attention in Payne’s documentation. The
brown earth layer continued under the foundations of the Southeastern Polygonal Wall; it was
present below the levels cut through for the foundation trench—where the portion of the
Southeast Deposit had been removed—indicating that this layer was the product of an earlier
depositional episode than the formation of the Southeast Deposit.
Coulton proposes that the Southeast Deposit comprised of a concentration of pottery dumped
in a hollow; his use of the term hollow is vague, implying casual disposal and the use of a natural
depression in the sandy brown layer.1627 The undisturbed portion of the deposit was contained
within the bounds of this layer and the disturbed portion of the layer was redeposited on top of a
similar layer; if these were the same layer, this indicates that the extent of the sandy layer was
relatively substantial. It is unlikely that a natural depression, surrounded by a similar, relatively
uniform layer on both sides, would have been this deep. The area was also close to the rock face
and sea slope, leaving little room for a large hollow. Identifying this as a natural hollow or
depression may be linked to the delineation of the feature; the deposit’s walls are shown as
having a slight, irregular slope (Fig. 92). These elements suggest the depression was created for
deposition, rather than being readily available.
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The extent of the deposit supports the idea that the deposition may have been associated with
the modification of the area for the deposit. In the drawing showing the north-south section of
the deposit, the deepest part of the original feature is identified as spanning 0.3 m.1628 While the
extant of the preserved portion of the deposit is smaller than other votive deposits from the site,
disturbed materials were used in the packing fill behind the Southeast Polygonal Wall, thrown at
higher levels to the west, and found within some of the sandy fill to the east, indicating the size
of the deposit was initially much larger.1629 The fact that the layer was not spread beyond these
confines, as was seen with the petering out of the Geometric Deposit at its edges, implies that the
deposition of the materials was confined to the hollow, whether man made or natural. With this
in mind, it is helpful to reconsider how both layers inform our understanding of depositional
episodes in respect to the deposit, as well as in comparison to the deposition occurring elsewhere
in the West Court.
The brown sandy layer is not identified elsewhere in Area 2, possibly due to the
modifications of the area alongside the West Court’s construction, the Akraia Deposit’s
formation, and the Roman house’s construction. The description of the layer establishes this is
not the same level identified as sterile soil to the north and northwest in the West Court, but
instead that other layers were present at the same depth to the north. For instance, just to the
north, in Trenches E and F, a dark stratum is identified in Trench E at a depth of 1.5 m and
Trench F at a depth of 1.25 m (Figs. 76c, 77b).1630 The layer marked the end of the Roman
Stratum, but no intervening sandy or white layer is identified, and virgin soil is identified at a
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depth of 1.75 m in Trench E.1631 Although it is unclear what classifies as the dark stratum or
virgin soil, these layers indicate distinct depositional episodes in these two areas of the West
Court. The thick brown sandy layer preserved to the southeast was deposited over sterile soil
and bedrock prior to the Southeast Deposit’s formation, which was concentrated in this area.
Thus, the layer reflects the earliest surviving depositional episode in the area, Depositional
Episode 11, while the undisturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit is the second preserved
episode, Depositional Episode 12.
The brown sandy stratum’s (DE 11) presence as a layer that remained exposed at both the
time of the formation of the Southeast Deposit (DE 12), as well as in association with the West
Court’s construction, is supported by the fact that the disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit
is documented as resting on top of this layer (Fig. 93). The displacement of the remains and the
formation of a new layer on the surface of the sandy layer makes this a separate depositional
episode, which is addressed further below. While impossible to establish if the accumulation
occurred on the same or another sandy surface, the presence of a different sandy layer can likely
be attributed to construction or renovations in the area; the absence of other layers implies that
either the terrace’s use during the Early Archaic period did not permit extensive accumulation or
that the debris, aside from the Southeast Deposit was cleared throughout the occupation leading
up to the construction of the West Court. The association of the lower portion of the sandy layer
with the Southeast Deposit suggests it may have also been a construction/leveling fill linked with
the Early Archaic building phase on the terrace. Similar to the sandy layer on the other side of
the terrace (DE 5), this sandy layer was thicker and less disturbed to the southeast where the
bedrock was lower. However, the two portions of the Southeast Deposit are separated by a depth
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of 0.9 m showing either that the Southeast Deposit was covered by a similar sandy layer after its
formation or that the sandy layer sloped upward drastically moving to the northwest, which
would support the notion that a pit was dug for the Southeast Deposit. While the nature of the
documentation makes it impossible to concretely distinguish if the sandy layers in the area
represent distinct depositional episodes, these do present a very different picture of its use for
deposition as the leveling suggests the earlier court still served as an occupied area.
As mentioned previously, a number of finds from the Southeast Deposit were published in
Perachora I.1632 Several objects included in the plates (pl. 30–33), were drawn and analyzed by
Payne on loose leaf sheets (Figs. 138–140).1633 Although the sheets and notes do not provide
additional information about the context associated with these individual objects, unlike the
examples addressed in respect to the Geometric Deposit, they do provide additional insights into
how the selection of objects from individual deposits were being studied post excavation. The
objects, clearly grouped together during excavations as coming from the deposit, were studied
discretely as a selection of materials from the feature, as is indicated by the labeling of the
images with the abbreviation C.D. It is possible to link 34 of the PER 24 drawings with objects
represented in Perachora I, including Pl. 30.1–4, 6, 10, 15–16; Pl. 31.6; Pl. 32.1–4, 6, 14, 16–17,
19–22; Pl. 33.1–4, 6, 10–11, 13–17.1634 Additional drawings show that other objects, which
were not included in the plates and publication, were studied by Payne in conjunction with his
analysis of the overall nature of deposits (Fig. 141).1635 Despite the focus on the typological
aspects of the ceramics, the evidence indicates that the assemblages from individual deposits
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were stored and studied independently. However, none of the labeling system noted by Brock
for the disturbed and undisturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit is reflected in the analysis.1636
While the portion of the assemblage represented in the publication, which focuses on decorated
and well-preserved examples, presents a skewed representation of the full assemblage, the
evidence does indicate that relatively complete, undamaged vessels were selected for deposition
in the feature. In addition, the well-preserved nature of these finds supports the argument that
the deposit was associated with deliberate clearing activities associated with an event such as
terrace’s modification, feasting/sacrificial practices, or clearing out of votives.
In the area to the northwest of the Southeast Deposit—the section abutting the walls and
foundations of the Roman house—the presence of purely Roman materials indicates the
deposition of materials in association with the Roman occupation of the area, as well as the
disturbance of the earlier depositional episodes.1637 Some layers are identified below this Roman
layer in Trenches E and F, as well as below some of the rooms of the house (Fig. 76a–c).1638 The
description of one of these layers outlines that the matrix was similar to the sandy layer to the
southeast of the Southeast Deposit, containing loose earth and stones.1639 The presence of a
“stony stratum” is identified at a depth of 0.5–1.0 m in Trench F; this level also continued below
the Lamp Room, but not to the north.1640 This depth coincides with the top of the disturbed
Southeast Deposit and the span of the stony stratum is comparable to the other fill in the area
indicating that this layer may have been an extent of the layer the disturbed deposit was placed
on top of—possibly DE 11— or an episode associated with this phase that was not extensively
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documented or was disturbed such as stones from a packing surface. Alternatively, the layer
might be contemporary to the renovations occurring during the initial construction phase in the
West Court, either resulting from disturbance or the bringing in of materials. Unfortunately, the
nature of the layer is too unclear to establish its presence as a distinct depositional episode.
However, the documentation of the layer to the northwest in this area of the West Court suggests
differences in the stratigraphy that cannot be dismissed as they inform our understanding of the
deposits in a broader occupation and depositional context.
Further evidence that there was difference rather than continuity in the two areas—possibly
as a result of the displacement of layers as part of the disturbances associated with the cutting
through of the Southeast Deposit—comes from the identification of a burnt stratum at a depth of
1.25 m.1641 This burnt layer is identified as covering the southern half of Trench F, continuing
for a short distance to the southeast, and not continuing to the north. The top of the Southeast
Deposit was identified at a depth of 1.5 m and a dark stratum is identified in Trench E at a depth
of 1.5 m. According to Brock, this level marked the Roman Stratum’s end, and virgin soil is
identified at a depth of 1.75 m in Trench E.1642 This indicates that the depth of 1.8 m, which
marks the lowest point of the Southeast Deposit, coincides with the level of bedrock and virgin
soil identified elsewhere. In this case, the dark burnt stratum was either associated with the
occupation of the area in the Early Archaic, or the period associated with the formation of the
Southeast Deposit. Either way, the depth of the dark stratum shows that these layers to the south
of the Roman house were associated with the level of the undisturbed Southeast Deposit. This
makes the dark stratum roughly contemporary with either the sandy layer or Southeast Deposit;
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the stratum also predates the disturbance of the Southeast Deposit, making it Depositional
Episode 13. The lack of emphasis on the objects from the layer and its association, but lack of
overlap with the Southeast Deposit may suggest similar depositional affiliation of layers as seen
for the Geometric Deposit. The presence of the layer means that the secondary deposition of the
Southeast Deposit represents Depositional Episode 14.
While the source of DE 13 is unclear, bones were also documented in the excavation to the
southeast of this level.1643 In Trench F, the dark stratum is referred to as burnt, reflecting a
similar conflation of burnt and dark seen elsewhere in the documentation of the deposits at
Perachora. The formation of a burnt layer, either prior to or in conjunction with the creation of
the Southeast Deposit, presents a similar association to that seen between the burnt layer and
mud layer (DE 7 and DE 8) in Area 1. The presence of the layer in both areas indicates the
leveling of the remains from burning was part of the management of the sacred area, possibly as
a result of activities either occurring alongside the deposition of parts of the dedicatory
assemblage or in association with the deposition and maintenance of these spaces.
The relationship of the burnt layer and sandy layer—DE 11 and DE 13, respectively—to
other levels on the terrace’s western side is not clear, making it necessary to try to establish the
evidence for other stratigraphy on the terrace. For instance, a second burnt stratum was
identified in the southeastern corner of the West Court above the disturbed portion of the
Southeast Deposit (Fig. 78). Its location and extent provide further evidence for the difference in
some layers to the southeast, and the absence of these layers to the north and northwest within
the West Court. This layer differed from the burnt stratum associated with the Southeast
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Deposit, as well as the burnt stratum identified across the majority of the West Court also
referred to as the Akraia Deposit—discussed below.1644 The burnt layer in the southeastern
corner of the court was extremely thin, measuring 0.004 m in thickness.1645 The layer did not
contain a concentration of ash and bone, unlike the other burnt layers identified at the site;
however, it was resting directly on top of the sherds redeposited from the Southeast Deposit (DE
14). Brock proposed that the layer was a product of the decomposition of organic matter, rather
than the product of burning. The layer represents a separate depositional episode, Depositional
Episode 15, capping the disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit and possibly the surrounding
levels. Although the layer’s source is unclear, it suggests the deposition of additional materials
over the new level formed in this area of the terrace, perhaps alongside the formation of an
occupation surface, or as a result of the method of disposal for the materials (Fig. 93). Despite
the lack of extensive documentation of the association of finds with the layers, the
reconsideration of these layers as part of broader practices shows similar deposition as seen on
the eastern side of the lower terrace, raising questions about how the relationship between such
layers informs our understanding of the depositional episodes. Here I compare several of the
episodes from Areas 1 and 2, showing how rectifying the conflation or lack of consideration of
the layers in relation to the votive deposits helps us better characterize the history deposition on
the lower terrace.
When cross comparing levels, DE 11, the sandy brown layer, deserves further consideration
as a possible construction/leveling phase associated with the West Courts occupation between
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the Geometric period and the 6th century B.C. The layer was relatively sterile and uniform, this
combined with the thickness of the layer as compared to the identification of virgin soil indicates
that it was brought into the area, likely as part of a building project. Its distribution to the
northwest at higher levels with some ceramics can be attributed to the disturbance of areas
containing both this layer and the Southeast Deposit. Comparing the level to the sandy layer, DE
5, identified in Area 1 informs our understanding of the similarities and differences in the
depositional processes resulting in the formation of these layers. In the area around the altar, the
sandy layer (DE 5) covers the lower mud layer (DE 4), which contained a concentration of
votives; however, no finds are outlined in respect to the sandy layer and the emphasis is on the
relationship of finds to the white layer above (DE 6). The sand layers from both Area I and II
are likely relatively sterile fill used to level the terrace for modifications, similar to the use of
sand (DE 10) as fill above the upper layers of the Geometric Deposit prior to the laying of the
pavement. While the relationship with the deposition of votive assemblages to these
construction layers must be explored further, the presence in both areas is indicative that the
layers conflated as part of a single deposit for Perachora represent different depositional episodes
within the periods that the deposits relate to more broadly. Although not covering a votive
deposit on the eastern terrace, the sandy layer near the Southeast Deposit is indicative of the use
of fill to expand the occupiable space associated with the sacred center in the Early Archaic
period. In this case, the clearing of the area in association with the formation of the Southeast
Deposit may have caused the removal of evidence for the terrace’s occupation surface in this
area. While it is possible all three sandy layers served a similar function, the difficulty in
mapping the sandy layers in these two areas makes it hard to draw direct correlations between
their formation and function. However, their classification, extent, and nature suggest that they
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are the product of similar formation processes, served a similar function, and were associated
with maintenance practices, which I address in Part III.
In addition, much like DE 7 and DE 8 in the Geometric Deposit, the formation of the
Southeast Deposit (DE 12) cut through the earlier sandy layer. This association raises questions
about the different processes associated with leveling versus disposing of votives; the presence
of similar but distinct layers and their association with depositional episodes linked to the
disposal of votives suggests the processes informing deposition across both areas of the terrace
are more similar than has previously been acknowledged. Based on the evidence, it stands to
reason that the deposition on both sides of the terrace, rather than marking the edge of the
useable space, was part of the use of the larger occupation area for deposition at different points
in the life of the sanctuary.
The assemblage associated with the Southeast Deposit can also be used to investigate the
nature of selection and deposition represented within this deposit. The Southeast Deposit
contained predominantly Late Protocorinthian and Early Corinthian ceramics, some of which
were documented in the field notebooks and Perachora I.1646 The materials within the deposit
were relatively well preserved, as is indicated by the publication of a number of complete
examples in Perachora I and the mention of an additional fifty examples of unbroken
kalathoi.1647 These fragments also measured in the thousands; a number of these were
concentrated in the disturbed portion of the deposit, indicating that the more fragmentary nature
was a result of the disturbance of this portion of the deposit. Overall, this supports the
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interpretation that the votives deposited were initially well preserved, and that ritual breakage
was not an objective. The presence of a high concentration of unbroken objects of a specific
type raises questions about the deliberate deposition of these items within the feature, as well as
the value attributed to these objects as votives dedicated to Hera.1648 The state of preservation is
not indicative of the deposition of rubbish, or the act of allowing the deposit to gradually
accumulate.
The identification of single-occurrence disposal is supported by the fact that Payne attributes
all of the objects from the deposit to a narrow period of time; a number of the finds were drawn
by Payne, providing additional documentation of the nature of the assemblage attributed to the
deposit.1649 The majority of the published corpus from the Protocorinthian of occupation at
Perachora has been reconsidered by Thomas Patrick, providing further insights into the dating of
finds from the Southeast Deposit.1650 My analysis below revisits the evidence that has been the
focus of the deposit’s interpretations.
As noted above, the deposit contained a high concentration of kalathoi; the drawings and lists
from Perachora I include finds other than the published kalathoi, such as a miniature phiale and
pyxides lids and a hand-made bowl, as well as Payne’s analysis of the decoration from several
vessels.1651 The pyxides, along with the kalathoi, has been discussed as a container suitable for
holding small objects, implying a specific function for the type of vessels found in higher
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concentrations than other types within the deposit.1652 The kalathoi in particular has been
interpreted as a cheap imitation of the wicker basket that had significance for Hera’s association
with the home, women, and weaving; these objects have also been discussed as dedications that
were hanging up in sanctuaries.1653 Alabastra and oinochoe were also among the finds from the
deposit, though less common in the sanctuary assemblage.1654 Despite the high concentration of
well-preserved vessels in the deposit, there is a distinct absence of the small finds the site is
famous for. If these objects were dedicated in the Archaic period with perishable content, or
containing small objects, the effort was made to selectively dispose of a concentration of these
containers in this deposit.
Finds identified in the portion of the deposit excavated as part of Trench C are not
extensively documented; it was referred to as a prolific dump (Figs. 61, 74, 77b). As mentioned
in respect to the two different episodes of deposition within the Helladic Deposit, which are the
result of both dumping and gradual accumulation, the fragmentation of ceramics is helpful for
establishing the processes and conditions resulting in the materials’ deposition. Overall, the
well-preserved state of the undisturbed deposit, and the more fragmentary state of the disturbed
deposit, is indicative of careful treatment during the initial deposition and more haphazard
disposal during the relocation of these materials in association with the building phase. Further
evidence for the additional fragmentation of the deposit upon redeposition comes from the
relatively flat and thin nature of the layer depicted in the section drawing (Fig. 93); the layer of
sherds is 0.08 m thick and was probably spread across this surface to create a relatively flat new
level alongside the creation of the occupation surface associated with the West Court’s
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construction. Closer analysis of the full assemblage from both sections of the deposit, as well as
the possible identification of any of the labels associated with the trays excavated from the area,
would enhance our understanding of the deposit and its formation, particularly in respect to the
relationship of DE 11–15 to the other layers in the area.
8.3.4. The Hera Akraia Deposit: Depositional Episodes 16–20
My review of the evidence here outlines depositional episodes that inform our understanding
of the Akraia Deposit’s formation, including the evidence for earlier and later layers in the West
Court. Investigating the relationships between these layers provides insights into depositional
episodes in this area that are helpful for reconstructing the depositional history for both terraces.
My objective is thus twofold: 1) to reconstruct the depositional episodes from this later phase
and link them to the depositional history established for the lower terrace, and 2) to provide the
framework for the reconsidering the relationship of these depositional practices to those
associated with the votive deposits and episodes on the upper terrace in Chapter 9.
It is unsurprising that the Hera Akraia Deposit, particularly the burnt stratum covering the
West Court, was initially the focus of the excavations in the area. The deposit, which is
described as forming after the West Court’s abandonment, was the focus in Payne’s study of
practices on the lower terrace as he associated the assemblage with the 6th century temple, which
was his primary focus in the first season of excavations.1655 He attributed the spreading of the
layer with the disturbance of earlier votive deposits associated with the sanctuary’s occupation
from the 6th to 4th centuries B.C.1656 Although the layer was recognized as being the result of

1655

Payne 1940, p. 94.
Payne 1940, pp. 92–94. The deposit also contained materials dating from the end of the 8th
century B.C. down through the Hellenistic period, but the presence of these materials is
explained as a result of the integration of remains from wash and disturbance. Coulton
1656

415

secondary deposition, it was linked to both the 6th century temple and earlier votive deposits;
thus, it received particular attention as no other votive deposits were identified as coming from
this period or providing insight into the function of the terrace.
Unfortunately, there was little documentation of the excavations around the 6th century
temple, which impacted our understanding of the extent and nature of the Akraia and Geometric
Deposits. Issues with understanding the stratigraphy for the Akraia Deposit also arose due to
the use of “Akraia” to refer to both deposits in several drawings in the archival materials. As a
result, some references cannot be definitively attributed to either deposit. This is evidenced by
the reference in several drawings to the “east part of the Akraia” (Figs. 142–144). The finds,
which came from the excavation of the area up to a depth of 60, could be indicative of the
extension of the Geometric Deposit to the east of the altar, the extension of the Akraia deposit in
the West Court, or the excavation of a completely distinct episode at the eastern end of the 6th
century temple. The drawings, on loose-leaf sheets, were inventoried as three separate areas, or
Area 20, 30, and 32. This suggests that the materials represent remains analyzed from different
levels or lots of materials from different pits. The references also note that the coarse wares were
sorted out into zimbeli, indicating that the sherds drawn were preselected, or sorted out for study
in the field. While these phenomena help us understand the depositional episodes herein, it is
necessary to acknowledge that the reconstruction cannot definitively attribute this evidence to a
specific area or deposit.
As noted in respect to the 6th century temple, the building phases associated with the West
Court preserved limited evidence for either earlier or contemporary deposition associated with
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the occupation of the area. During the West Court’s construction, the bedrock and exposed
native rock were both extensively modified.1657 For instance, the construction of the west
orthostate wall resulted in the cutting back of the bedrock to allow for the laying of the
foundations.1658 At the south end of the west orthostate wall, the orthostate blocks rest directly
on modified bedrock; the bedrock was also cut down at the northern end of the west orthostate
wall.1659 The bedrock was also modified in the creation of the north orthostate wall; a foundation
trench was dug into the soft rock below the central part of the wall, and cuttings were made for
setting the ashlar blocks.1660 Portions of the portico are also set directly on the rock floor,
especially those to the south.1661 Despite these extensive modifications down to bedrock,
revisiting the stratigraphy for the area sheds light on the evidence for deposition in the West
Court.
The activities in the 6th century B.C. have been discussed as serving to monumentalize and
codify the court’s use in association with the new sacred center.1662 The area to the south and
southeast was the first sector modified in the construction of the West Court; the evidence for
deposition corner, combined with the evidence for the layers outlined above, supports the notion
that this area of the West Court was already in use during the Early Archaic phase on the
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terrace.1663 The placement of the votive deposit along this outer edge and then the subsequent
construction of a wall in the West Court are both practices that could serve to expand and
delineate the extent of space associated with the sacred center (Fig. 134). The dressing of the
rock face and the continuation of this line through the construction of the polygonal walls was
the first stage of construction within the West Court and served to close off the area.1664
The precise date of the consecutive phases of construction is unclear; however, as Coulton
proposes, we can determine the order in which each of these developments occurred (Fig. 63a–
d).1665 These relationships show that the bench along the walls was constructed and then the
south portico; next were the north and west orthostate walls, and then the west portico.1666 These
phases of development are considered here, not in respect to precise building phases, but as
evidence of the continued modification of the area that informs our understanding of its
surviving stratigraphy. Comparing the layers preserved on the court’s southeastern side, outlined
above, to the layers identified during the excavation of the Roman house provides a clearer
picture of the depositional episodes separating the votive deposits. The next major votive
deposit, the Akraia Deposit, is discussed as forming as late as the Roman period, not in
association with the occupation of the 6th century temple. Returning to the stratigraphy
represented in the West Court, particularly the episodes which postdate the Southeast Deposit,

1663

Coulton 1967, p. 365. Coulton argues that there is no evidence permitting the discussion of
the use of the area prior to the construction of the West Court.
1664
Coulton 1967, pp. 353–355; Menadier 1995, p. 113; Payne 1940, p. 99. The modifications
were informed by the natural topography and some of the leveling and construction resulted in
the deposition of displaced materials in the surrounding areas, such as the fill deposited behind
the polygonal wall. During the first phase of construction, the rock face to the southeast and
southwest was cut back and dressed; the line of the dressed rock face was continued to the
northwest and southeast by the construction of polygonal walls (Fig. 61). At the southeast corner
of the polygonal wall, the rock was cut back.
1665
Coulton 1967, pp. 365–369.
1666
Coulton 1967, pp. 365–366.
418

also permits a reconsideration of the similarities and differences in deposition across the two
areas down through the life of the sanctuary, as well as during the reoccupation of the area as a
secular space in the Roman period. Evidence for the layers on the northwestern side of the West
Court predominantly comes from the documentation of the excavations around the Roman
house, and the evidence for the stratigraphy and depositional episodes is synthesized in the
following analysis.
One section drawing identifies the layers preserved below the collapse of one of the Roman
house’s walls (Fig. 73). At the lowest level, a white layer with small stones is depicted as
covering the extent of the area associated with the base of a plinth from the West Court
colonnade.1667 The association of the wall with a plinth indicates the section drawing is of the
area around the southwestern-most room of the Roman House, referred to by Brock as the South
Room and Coulton as Room 5 (Figs. 61, 71).1668 The presence of chip stone and white earth,
probably decomposed soft limestone, suggests that this layer formed from the deposition of the
debris produced by the modification of the native rock and bedrock; the fact that the plinths were
set into bedrock supports this identification. As noted previously, it was proposed that shelly
limestone accumulated in the West Court after the collapse of the west orthostate wall creating a
slope down to the south.1669 It was also proposed that the white layer that formed above the
disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit was the result of a similar phenomenon, with wash
accumulating due to a period of abandonment (Figs. 73, 93).1670 However, the white layer
around the plinth represents a separate layer associated with the construction of the colonnade.
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In this interpretation, the two white layers identified on the terrace’s west side need to be
perceived of as forming independently. The nature of the layers shows that similar materials
were present, despite potential differences in their deposition. Neither layer is documented as
containing a concentration of cultural materials, supporting the idea that the layer, whether fill or
wash, came from areas that were unoccupied, rather than from areas of high occupation. Closer
consideration of the area’s slope and the other stratigraphy prompts the reconsideration of the
white layer covering the disturbed Southeast Deposit as a product of gradual accumulation from
wash. Instead, the layer is probably the result of the deposition of the debris from the
modification of the bedrock in the area in the 6th century B.C., rather than a product of wash.
This indicates that the white layer was deposited across the entire court, both to cover the debris
and create a level surface in which to set the colonnade; the layer represents Depositional
Episode 16.
The presence of surface soil above this layer and the lack of documentation relating the white
layer to the surrounding architecture makes it difficult to establish a 6th century B.C. association.
However, the clear association of a similar layer with the plinth to the north changes the
perception of the white layer solely as a level that accumulated because of a period of
abandonment. While a similar white layer may have accumulated after the West Court’s
abandonment, especially if the debris was used as fill behind the walls that washed upon their
collapse, the presence of this layer in proximity to the plinth’s surface and its close association
with a later occupation surface of the West Court indicate it was deliberately used as fill to create
a flat activity surface. This is further supported by its association with the burnt stratum—
discussed below—which made up the core of the evidence identified as the Akraia Deposit. The
span of occupation of the West Court down into the Hellenistic period and the association of the

420

burnt layer with this white layer is indicative of the limited accumulation in the court in the
interim, particularly if DE 16 was an occupation surface.
The burnt stratum is discussed as being deposited at the end of the West Court’s use, and in
some interpretations, it is interpreted as evidence for its destruction.1671 In the initial
investigations, the burnt layer, later reidentified as the Akraia Deposit, was considered to be the
product of the disturbance of earlier deposits in the area and was not clearly defined in respect to
other layers, deposits, or structures.1672 The evidence for votives, as well as potentially earlier
votive deposits, made the layer of interest for understanding the dedicatory and religious
practices on the terrace despite the later date of formation. The layer is thin, barely 0.15 m thick
in some areas, and was found directly above DE 16—the white layer serving as an occupation
surface associated with the West Court.1673 In the section drawing from the Roman house’s
southwest corner, the layer is identified as containing dark earth, burnt matter, and sherds (Fig.
73). It is also noted along the southwestern side of the Roman House on a top plan; elsewhere
the level is discussed as being equal with the surface identified just above the level of the third
course of foundations.1674 The presence of the layer inside the house in the North Room and
below the foundations confirms that it was spread prior to the construction of the house,
indicating the Roman House cut through the layer.1675 Coulton argues that there was evidence of
burning on several blocks, using this as evidence for destruction; however, a number of the
blocks sitting in the burnt layer are identified by Brock as being stained.1676 The documentation
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of staining, combined with the level and uniform nature of the burnt level, indicates the
depositional episode was probably not associated with destruction, but rather the leveling of
burnt materials; although the evidence does suggest there may have been differences in
deposition—like the concentration of votives at the top of the layer—that are indicative of more
than one episode, there is not sufficient detail to delineate the difference in the layers, likely due
to mixing, and the whole level is treated here as Depositional Episode 17.
The deposition of the layer differs sharply from that outlined for “similar” layers of votives
in the Southeast Deposit and the Geometric Deposit. The evidence for DE 17 suggests that the
burnt remains were not the product of burning from a destruction event, but formed as a result of
another event prompting the leveling, and likely the mixing of several substrates. The layer’s
general attribution as a votive deposit has limited its consideration as distinctly different than
other similar depositional episodes represented across the site. Further evidence for the
spreading of the level in absence of the destruction of the entire site comes from the presence of
a layer separating the burnt stratum from the collapsed blocks above. A layer of brown earth
with black particles accumulated prior to the collapse of the walls, Depositional Episode 18
(Figs. 73, 78). While there is limited documentation of the layer, it is distinguished from the
layer with votives below and indicates that either a layer was brought in to cover and level the
area, or some wash accumulated prior to the collapse of the walls. This makes it difficult to
establish whether the episodes were associated with the reoccupation of the area or if it was
going out of use.
Evidence that the West Court’s function, and possibly that of the entire terrace, had shifted
by the time of the Hellenistic period comes from the 4th century B.C. renovations. The
construction focused on the auxiliary components of the site, rather than the sacred center,
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indicating a de-escalation in sacred activity. No votive deposit has been associated with the
Hellenistic period, and the lowest stratum initially identified by Brock during the excavations of
the Roman house’s interior consisted of materials ranging in date from the Protocorinthian to the
Hellenistic period, but few of the Hellenistic materials were discussed in detail or highlighted in
lists of votives. As shown above, some of the earlier depositional episodes—like the DE 12 and
DE 13, the Southeast Deposit and a dark layer with votives—that intersected in the area below
the Roman house were not clearly traced in relation to one another, making it difficult to
distinguish the deposition associated with the creation of episodes due to the conflation of these
layers. However, concentrations of Protocorinthian materials in the North Room, as well as
groupings of 5th century B.C. tiles in several areas around the house, represent the presence of
additional, earlier and later depositional episodes that were not isolated during these excavations.
Evidence of this from the Hellenistic period comes from the discovery of human bones near
the South Polygonal Wall’s rock cut portion, about 2 m from the back wall; the finds are
established as coming from the level of the second course of the preserved portion of the west
orthostate wall, and an incised sherd from a Hellenistic vessel was also found. This is not
indicative of the mixing of Hellenistic materials in relation to the continued occupation of the
area, but rather suggests the deposition of these materials in association with a different use of
the space. The evidence for the area also reflects that the assemblage attributed by Payne to the
lowest level, the Protocorinthian to Hellenistic, is representative of several distinct depositional
episodes, including episodes distinct from the later mixing of the materials. The later mixing of
the episodes does little inform our understanding of the deposition of votives but explains the
absence of earlier deposits; the identification of earlier deposition was also obscured by the
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initial excavation of the lower layers outlined above, like DE 13, as part of a continuation of the
mixed layers above.
A purely Roman level was identified in several trenches to the northeast of the Roman house;
this level conflates with the middle stratum identified by Brock.1677 I classify the Roman layer
here as Depositional Episode 19, but it is likely that there was more than one depositional
episode formed during the Roman period, as is evidenced by the area around the oven and the oil
press in the Lamp Room. Finally, the documentation of deposition in association with the
excavations of the Roman House and surrounding area included the wash from the upper terrace,
or the upper stratum/surface layer, which contained a mixture of fragments from the Roman,
Corinthian, and Protocorinthian periods. None of these finds were discussed in detail, and can
only be isolated as a single layer of mixed accumulation, Depositional Episode 20. As outlined
in the overview of early investigations at the site, the layer may not entirely be a result of wash,
but partially the product of looting and investigation at the site prior to Payne’s excavations.
Due to reevaluations of deposition, the Limenia Deposit has been emphasized as indicative,
not of the selection and removal of votives from the site for reuse, but of the deposition of a large
portion of the assemblage from the lower terrace on the upper terrace. The interpretation of the
Akraia Deposit as a partial representation of the votives dedicated on the lower terrace makes the
comparison of depositional episodes across the two areas key for understanding maintenance
practices and cult practices at Perachora. This distinction is also linked to the reidentification of
the function of the upper terrace, not as a second sanctuary, but as a locale for other activities
linked to the sacred center on the lower terrace. In the next chapter, I reconstruct the deposits
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from the upper terrace as the investigation of the relationship between the depositional history on
the lower and upper terrace informs our understanding of the management of Perachora as a
sacred center.
8.4. Concluding Remarks
By critically assessing the corpus of evidence governing how votive deposits were identified
and categorized at Perachora, I have reevaluated the evidence for several common perceptions of
the site. The resulting depositional history outlined for Areas 1 and 2 on the lower terrace offers
a more complex narrative of deposition that informs my high-level analysis of the site’s
maintenance practices in Part III. Below I present a synthesis of the depositional episodes and
critical takeaways from my application of the methodology to draw medium-level inferences.
The Helladic Deposit, while not a votive deposit, was singled out as transitional, marking the
change from secular to sacred occupation, with three distinct depositional episodes. The first
two episodes date to the Helladic period, with DE 1 forming toward the end of the EH I and DE
2 forming in the EH II. The direct association of both layers with DE 0 also shows that the
bedrock and virgin soil layers were not all modified in association with the site’s early
occupation. DE 1 was preserved to the south, near the edge of the paving, along the slope of the
eastern terrace. The extent of the layer, its proximity to the bedrock, and its association with DE
3 indicate the layer covered the entire slope abutting the terrace’s flatter portion; while this
section of the deposit likely formed as a tipping layer, the layer must also be attributed to the
leveling of remains as it is clear a large portion of the layer was disturbed by the later addition of
the paving. The more fragmentary state of the remains, the concentration of predominantly
ceramics, and the absence of later materials confirms that this level cannot be viewed as
transitional, but rather must be considered in conjunction with Helladic disposal practices.
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DE 2 contained predominately EH II materials deposited above the bedrock on the occupied
portion of the terrace. Similar to DE 1, the lack of later materials indicates that the deposit
formed in the Helladic period. However, the remains are less fragmentary and include both
ceramics and small finds, such as obsidian blades and a figurine fragment. These materials are
concentrated at the lowest levels on either side of the northern wall of the Geometric apsidal
structure. Although no structures dating to the Helladic period were identified, the location and
nature of the finds implies that the level accumulated gradually in association with the
occupation of the terrace in the Helladic period. As is the case with DE 1, the level did not form
as a result of transitional activities. DE 2 is confined to the north and south of the Geometric
temple’s surviving architecture; the layer was cut through by the foundation trench, but is extant
on either side of the structure. It is unclear how far DE 2 continued to the south, or its relation to
DE 1 due to the removal of these layers by layer occupation phases. However, the presence of
mixed Helladic and Geometric remains in DE 3 indicates that the two areas were distinct prior to
the later disturbance of this level. These depositional episodes thus revise the representation of
the Helladic Deposit shown on the section drawing of the area around the altar in Perachora I;
the hashed line extending from the prehistoric deposit to the north of the temple connects to the
portion of the prehistoric deposit preserved below the pavement to the south. The difference in
the date and state of preservation of the remains indicates the presence of two layers whose
relationship is obscured by the later modification of the area.
DE 3 represents activity at the end of the Helladic and beginning of the Geometric period.
This layer, despite containing Geometric remains, is not representative of a votive deposit, but is
associated with one. The layer is shown as mixed on the section drawing from Perachora I and
is referred to as the lowest layer of the Geometric Deposit. The layer spans the slope excavated
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to the altar’s south and west. While the level could have formed from the gradual deposition of
materials in association with the sacred practices occurring in the area, several aspects of the
evidence indicate that this is not the case. The amount of accumulation on the terrace after its
abandonment is unclear; however, LH remains were identified in the level to the west of the
altar, indicating continued use of the area. The restriction of the mixing of Helladic and
Geometric materials to the slope to the south suggests the disturbance of a Helladic layer in
association with the deposition of Geometric remains. Leveling of the area, resulting in the
pushing of materials down the slope to the south, would explain the mixing, which is more
extensive than would be expected from gradual disposal. Although the ratio and chronology of
materials from the layer is unclear, it is probable that the mixed layer contained materials from
both DE 1 and DE 2.
While DE 3 represents the first preserved phase of deposition associated with the Geometric
occupation, the layer is distinct from the levels identified above. The episode above, DE 4, does
contain a concentration of votives, necessitating that DE 3 be viewed as either a distinct phase
separating these instances of disposal or an episode demarcating the initial deposition of
accumulated votives in the area prior to the deposition of this larger concentration of materials.
In this case, it appears there may have been leveling either alongside the construction of the
temple or in preparation/association with the deposition of votives.
DE 4, the mud layer covering the slope to the south and west of the altar, is a depositional
episode with concentrations of votives identified on several section drawings. Its documentation
as part of the Geometric Deposit in the publication is such that any specific details about the
layer comes from the field notebooks, and general details about the associated assemblage come
from Perachora I. While the distribution of the votives within DE 4 was never established, the
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documentation indicates clustering within the layer. The layer was 15–18 cm thick in the area to
the south of the altar and sloped upward to the west and down to the south of the altar. This is
indicative of its spreading from the occupied area to the north down the slope to the south, as
was seen for the earlier depositional episodes. The creation of DE 4 marks the first instance of
deposition linked to the larger-scale maintenance of dedications.
The layer with votives was capped off by two depositional episodes (DE 5 and DE 6) that
did not contain concentrations of votives. The deposition of votives in DE 4, indicates the
disposal of votives was carried out either prior to, or in association with, the subsequent
modification of the occupation surface associated with the sacred space. This indicates that the
Geometric votives were moved, either from the temple, a nearby storage area, or collecting point,
and deposited in association with the mud fill. The presence or absence of mud is not discussed
for the levels to the north around the temple, making it difficult to compare the composition of
the two areas. However, the documentation of a concentration of Late Geometric remains in the
Geometric Deposit’s upper levels implies that this earlier votive deposit formed alongside the
Geometric use of the structure. The disposal of votives in conjunction with the continuation of
activities represents the on-going maintenance of the area in association with the removal and
deposition of votives.
The formation of this votive deposit below DE 5 and 6 also changes our understanding of the
relationship of deposition of votives to the occupation of the terrace. While Payne proposed that
the deposit accumulated gradually over time, the undertaking of a building project, potentially in
association with the leveling and expansion of the terrace’s usable space in the Geometric period,
suggests targeted deposition. It appears this expansion was linked to a change in needs due to
developments such as an increase in dedicatory activity on the terrace. The circumstances
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appear to have warranted both the cleaning out of votives, as well as the expansion of the space.
The sandy fill, DE 5, contained little cultural material indicating it was brought in and spread as
fill, rather than accumulating as wash. The slope of the level indicates that the objective was not
to level the space all the way to the sea, but rather followed the existing slope. Similarly, the
white layer contained little evidence of cultural remains. The layer is thin, measuring
approximately 7 cm; to the west of the altar, the layer is described as a floor with Geometric
remains resting on top. The immediate presence of Geometric remains on top of the layer could
be explained by the renewed dedication occurring after the completion of some modifications, or
the later spreading of another layer of votives over the new occupation surface. The relationship
between the layers suggests reoccurring deposition was part of the use and maintenance of this
space in conjunction with the occupation of the sanctuary.
The association of DE 4 with two building layers also presents a different chronological
relationship than was proposed for the general Geometric Deposit. The creation of the sandy fill
(DE 5) is still labor intensive and reflects a larger building program. Similarly, the white layer
(DE 6) suggests a constructed floor covering the same area that would later be demarcated by the
pavement. All three phases occurred prior to the 6th century B.C. formation of the pavement, and
probably prior to the Late Geometric. Such modifications coincide with the growing
significance attributed to the sacred center due to the dedicatory assemblage found in DE 4. In
addition, the disposal of the terracotta building models and other votives can be tentatively
linked to the expansion, allowing the deposition to serve the multifaceted function of expanding
and delineating space by functioning as both a foundation deposit and leveling fill. The
placement of the votives below this newly occupied space does not signify the throwing of the
remains down to the sea as a readily available means of disposal. Instead, the concentration and
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clustering of votives in the mud layer suggests structured deposition. The evidence for the
circumstances informing the deposition of votives come from DE 5 and DE 6. My depositional
analysis, while limited by the state of the record, promotes the treatment of these three episodes
as interlinked, suggesting that this grouping and its function were masked by the treatment of the
Geometric Deposit as a large unit.
The next phase of deposition was also treated as part of the Geometric Deposit, but is distinct
from these earlier activities. A second mud layer containing votives was created on top of DE 6,
with a burnt layer and then boulders spread on top; the layer with votives is DE 7, the burnt layer
is DE 8, and the boulders and associated matrix are DE 9. These three phases reflect the
possible disturbance of these earlier episodes and extensive modification of the area. However,
the dating of the depositional activities associated with the layer is problematic. As noted above,
Late Geometric remains are identified as being concentrated in the upper layer of the Geometric
Deposit, and at one point are documented as directly below the level of the 6th century B.C.
paving. The presence of these materials in a concentrated manner indicates that the remains
were clustered together prior to deposition. However, the presence of 6th century B.C. materials,
the association of the leveling of the surface with later 6th century B.C. activities, and the absence
of evidence for early archaic activity presents a broad date range associated with the formation of
the depositional episodes. Despite this difficulty with dating, there are several elements that
support the reconstruction of specific depositional activities; even if the date of these activities is
slightly fluid due to the nature of the evidence, the episodes still provide insight into the
maintenance of the space.
DE 7 consists of a mud layer that is similar in composition to DE 4. As noted in respect to
the analysis of DE 4, the separation of the layers, despite the similarities, indicates that the two

430

are distinct depositional episodes. This means that the representation of the Geometric Deposit
on the section drawing in the publication does not provide a clear picture of the span of the
deposit. This is further complicated by the conflation of the layer with DE 8, as is indicated by
references to a burnt mud layer. It is possible that the episode was present at a higher elevation
to the north, extending from the surface level associated with the Geometric temple and covering
the bedrock. Subsequent leveling, either in association with the 6th century B.C. construction or
as early as the Late Geometric, could have resulted in the removal of the layer and its
redeposition on top of DE 6. Alternatively, the dedications could have accumulated from the
continued activity centered on the temple after the first phase of deposition of the votives.
Dedications collected and were either displayed or stored prior to being collected and deposited.
The presence of similar types and groupings distributed in the same mud matrix suggests that the
same depositional practices were implemented. The concentration of the burnt material at the
top of the layer conveys distinct deposition, with the votives being collected and disposed of first
and the burnt second. The concentration of materials and the absence of deposits containing a
range of Geometric materials elsewhere indicates that DE 7 was still associated with the use of
the Geometric temple. However, this episode, unlike DE 4, might be transitional: it contained
votives from the end of the use-life of the sacred center.
DE 8, the burnt layer, was then spread as a separate episode; it is possible that the Late
Geometric remains or specific debris was associated with this layer. The failure to document the
assemblage, like faunal material and the associated ceramics, makes it difficult to establish the
source of the burning. However, interpretations of the ceramic assemblage and materials have
compared it to that on the upper terrace, arguing that sacrificial/feasting activities occurring on
the lower terrace shifted to the upper terrace at the end of the Geometric period. As the
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depositional history reflects, it is problematic to group this evidence of burning with the broad
assessment of the assemblage to draw conclusions about feasting occurring in association with
the temple during the Geometric period, particularly as a similar level is present on the other side
of the terrace.
The deposition of the burnt materials is linked to DE 9 by the presence of the material around
the boulders and near the top of this level to the altar’s west. The association, nature of the
materials, and presence of some votives suggests the deposition is associated with the materials
associated with the removal or deconstruction of a portion of the temple. Evidence for the
association of the boulders with the Geometric temple also comes from the documentation of
floor fragments in the upper levels of the Geometric Deposit, possibly as part of the matrix
incorporated into the layer associated with the building’s deconstruction. The deposition of these
materials as part of the sequence associated with the disposal of votives and a burnt layer refutes
the notion that the abandonment of the Geometric structure was linked to its degradation and
collapse over time. If this were the case, the votives from DE 7 would be more intermixed with
the debris rather than being concentrated in the mud layer. If the building collapsed prior to
deposition of the votives or the formation of the burnt layer, one would expect the boulders to be
intermixed with wash and additional materials rather than resting on top of and in articulation
with the burnt layer. While the collapsed, deconstructed materials may have been scattered to
the south towards the sea, the presence of several depositional episodes, including the
concentration of the votives and the use of the boulders suggests structured deposition rather than
the mixing of a large concentration of materials and wash. The evidence of in situ Geometric
remains to the north of the foundations and the preservation of the Fibula Deposit on the interior
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of the structure also refutes the notion that the area was extensively disturbed by wash or the
complete clearing of the area.
DE 10, a small sandy layer identified at the top of the deposit, provides limited evidence for
understanding the Geometric Deposit, but raises several questions about the depositional history
in the area. The similarity of the level to other sandy layers indicates DE 10 was possibly
associated with a construction phase predating the 6th century B.C. paving. In other words, the
layer may have served as a leveling/setting fill, with the layers above being removed as part of
the 6th century B.C. modification of the area for the placement of pavers. The presence of
similar concentrations of materials in the area between the altar and 6th century temple suggests
this episode was linked to large building projects encompassing the entire terrace. The presence
of materials in the area between the western edge of the paving and the temple provides evidence
of this relationship. The extent of the layers with votives also supports the idea that religious
practices and depositional activities encompassed the usable space on the terrace, but that
deposition occurred at various points in distinguishable concentrations.
The Southeast Deposit was singled out as representative of religious activity on the terrace in
the Early Archaic period. Although the votive deposit does postdate the Early Archaic activity,
the presence of DE 11, a sandy leveling fill, suggests the use of the terrace’s western side
throughout the early archaic, and possibly even in the Geometric. DE 12, the undisturbed
portion of the Southeast Deposit, was cut into this sandy layer. The location of deposition, along
the outer edge of the occupiable space, and the manner of deposition, the cutting in to form a pit
for disposal, is representative of the deliberate deposition of a concentration of votive material.
This relates to the discussion of the deposit as a large dump of Protocorinthian and Corinthian
ceramics. Conflation of the assemblage from DE 14, the disturbed portion of the deposit,
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misconstrues descriptions of the votive deposit overall. This is also true in respect to the
identification of the burnt stratum above, DE 15, which is comprised of decomposed organic
material rather than evidence of burning. These episodes are not discussed in the publications,
but were conflated as part of the Southeast Deposit. It is impossible to know how much of this
would have received treatment in the third volume intended to be dedicated to the analysis of the
West Court, but the episodes present a different picture of the occupation of the court than that
presented elsewhere.
To the west, in the area below the Roman House, the sandy layer and early archaic votive
deposit abut a dark stratum. The relationship between the early phases on the West Terrace was
not investigated extensively in any of the publications. This dark layer, DE 13, is also referred to
as burnt, with bones documented as coming from the area. Again, much like with the upper level
of the Geometric Deposit and to the east of the temple, layers containing concentrations of
votives are found in proximity to, but distinct from, these burnt layers. The layer in this area
either must have formed in conjunction with the early archaic occupation or was deposited in
conjunction with the formation of the deposition of the votives in the nearby deposit. This
phenomenon is not discussed in relation to the West Court, and elsewhere it has been argued that
activities previously centered on this terrace were shifted to the upper terrace. This evidence,
alongside the evidence for the early use of the majority of the terrace, demonstrates that the West
Court may have already served as a space for activities linked to religious practices prior to the
modifications undertaken in the 6th century B.C. Thus, the placement of the votive deposit, as
with the Geometric Deposit, cannot merely be explained as a convenient way of dealing with the
votives from the contemporary sanctuaries.
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The Akraia Deposit, treated as the main votive deposit representative of the 6th century
temple assemblage, is distinctly different from the two votive deposits established above.
Although dismissed in the publications due to the poor nature of the votives, the episodes within
the deposit do inform our understanding of the occupation and deposition on the terrace down
into the 4th century B.C. Several depositional episodes isolated based on the documentation of
the excavation of the Roman House predate the formation of this deposit and are more closely
related to the occupation of the area during the use of the sacred center.
DE 16, a white layer, was deposited around the foundations of the portico and other building
phases associated with the construction of the architecture in the West Court. This layer is
relatively thin and is similar to other white layers identified to the east on the lower terrace. This
is significant as it emphasizes the difference in the accumulation and deposition of a layer
associated with construction, versus the accumulation of a layer from wash. It is probable that
this layer, as well as the presence of small stones and cobbles in some of the abutting sandy
layers, is representative of the creation of an occupation surface in association with the
modification of building blocks, bedrock, and native rock.
The deposition of votives and burnt materials followed by the capping of these layers with
construction/leveling fill served to facilitate the use of these open, occupiable spaces, while still
promoting their use for deposition. Therefore, as my analysis of the evidence has shown, the
depositional episodes associated with the votive deposits should not be ignored or encompassed
in the discussion of these deposits. For instance, the Akraia Deposit was referenced as the
primary layer representing the large-scale destruction and leveling of the remaining materials
across the terrace in the Roman period. This leveling phase has even been associated with the
destruction of the area by Mummius. However, by more closely considering the episodes
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associated with this deposit, the abandonment of the area, and its reoccupation, we can offer a
different picture of the nature of deposition associated with the deposit.
DE 17, the burnt stratum, is the layer that contained votives from the 6th to 4th centuries B.C.
If this were linked to the total destruction of the structures on the terrace, it is unlikely that the
collapse of the west orthostate wall would be separated from the deposit by a layer of brown
earth with particles (DE 18), which was documented as being spread across almost the entirety
of the terrace, forming a relatively thin layer. Although this was emphasized as indicating the
lack of structuring in deposition, the splitting up of the depositional episodes in respect to the
other layers at the site reflects how this thickness is less unusual than was previously considered.
In addition, although the documentation of find spots is not extensively documented, the
clustering of materials like 5th century B.C. tiles indicates that a similar depositional process was
occurring as to that seen elsewhere, but no concentrations are isolatable due to the nature of
excavation and documentation. Further evidence of this comes from the presence of depositional
episodes on top of the layer, as well as pockets of materials from specific periods identified in
some areas. Despite materials covering a broad date range being discussed as mixed in the
deposit, there is evidence for distinct episodes. For instance, a concentration of Hellenistic
remains, including human bones and inscribed sherds, was identified 2 m from the southwestern
corner of the court. This is indicative of the renovations in the Hellenistic period being
associated with a different function of the court in this period. In addition, a concentration of
Protocorinthian materials below the burnt stratum in the North Room of the Roman house is
indicative of an earlier layer that may have been extensively disturbed by the modifications to
the West Court and the spreading of the votive deposit and burnt materials.
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Overall, DE 4 and DE 7 provide examples of episodes with a concentration of Geometric
votives selected and deposited in discrete instances within the occupied space associated with the
sacred center. This is also true of DE 12, which provides an example of a concentration of Early
Archaic votives deposited in a single episode. The other episodes represent a depositional
history that sheds light the isolation and significance of these episodes with votives for
understanding the broader maintenance practices at Perachora.
My analysis in this chapter has not only highlighted distinct episodes that helps us reassess
the claims about the lower terrace’s occupation and function over time, but also provides the
framework for reconsidering the relationship between activities on the upper and lower terrace.
Due to the fact that the deposition on the upper terrace has been treated as either evidence for
separate cult activity associated with Hera Limenia or as evidence for the relocation of votives
from the sanctuary on the lower terrace, my analysis in the following chapter draws on my
reevaluation of the stratigraphy and depositional episodes on the lower terrace, establishing the
degree to which the depositional practices on the two terraces were interlinked.
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Chapter 9. The Votive Deposits from the Upper Terrace (Area 3): The Limenia Deposit,
Sacred Pool, and Egyptian Pit
9.1. Introduction
In this chapter, I reconstruct the votive deposits isolated on the upper terrace(Area 3); this
comprises of the areas east of the Double Apsidal Cistern and Dining Area, including the Hearth
Building, temenos, stairway, catch-pit cistern, and Sacred Pool (Figs. 145–148).1678 I focus on
three major features initially classified as votive deposits—the Limenia Deposit, Sacred Pool,
and Egyptian Pit (Figs. 149–150). The structuring of my approach differs from that employed
previously in the analysis of the deposits from the lower terrace. I continue to differentiate
between low- and medium-level inferences; however, I do not separate these two phases of
analysis into distinct chapters. My modification of the application of my methodology is due to
the state of the record for the upper terrace. I review here the primary factors influencing these
changes and the approach.
For the upper terrace, the finds are predominantly treated as coming from a single deposit—
the Limenia Deposit—with other deposits—including the Sacred Pool and Egyptian Pit—being
discussed in relation to this feature. As noted in the site overview, the interpretation of the
Limenia Deposit and associated assemblage was informed by the identification of the sanctuary
on the upper terrace’s far eastern side; the ensuing debate over the presence of one sanctuary or
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Payne 1940, pp. 110–120. The designation upper and lower terrace was not employed by
Payne. However, as noted in Part I, the two areas offer the best avenue for discussing the
deposits herein.
438

two at Perachora has influenced the interpretation of the votive deposits I address here.1679 As
analysis has used the votive assemblage from the Limenia Deposit to reconstruct the site’s
development and occupation history, I have structured my analysis of the deposit around the
portions of the terrace the assemblage is attributed to, defining the relationships between the
deposit and architecture.
I draw heavily on the work of Tomlinson and Menadier as their reevaluations of the
architecture and stratigraphy provided new insights into these relationships for Area 3; rather
than duplicating this work, my investigation draws on this supplementary material alongside my
analysis of the primary evidence available for the site.1680 My focus on both primary and
secondary sources in the initial reconstruction differs slightly from my approach to the
compilation of the evidence from the lower terrace, but this change takes into account the state of
the scholarship.
My reconstruction of the evidence from the votive deposits remains embedded in the
dialogue surrounding the initial association of the area with Limenia through the identification of
the sanctuary and the subsequent reconsideration of the designation.1681 However, reevaluations
of the classification of the upper terrace’s structures have altered the narrative for several of the
votive deposits from Area 3.1682 For instance, the Temple of Hera Limenia has been reclassified
in the later scholarship as the “Hearth Building,” a change instigated by Salmon’s critique of the
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Tomlinson 1992, pp. 327–328. The distinction between the upper portion of the site and the
area around the harbor can be explained, partly by the topography of the site and partly by the
reconstruction of the activity areas. For the identification and reclassification of the function of
the structures on the upper terrace, see Chapter 3, Section 3.5.
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Menadier 1995; Tomlinson 1977, 1990, 1992.
1681
Coulton 1964, 1967; Dunbabin 1962; Menadier 1995; Patrick 2008b; Payne 1940; Plommer
and Salviat 1966; Sinn 1990; Tomlinson 1977, 1990, 1992; Vlachou 2016; Ziskowski and Lamp
2015.
1682
Menadier 1995, pp. 88–89.
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structure’s classification as a sanctuary and cemented by Tomlinson’s identification of the
structure as an early Archaic hestiatorion.1683 This reclassification led to the revised perception
of the Limenia Deposit as a dump of materials removed from the lower terrace or other areas of
the cult center.1684 Several scholar’s reassessments have drawn on the archival material, as well
as presented extensive reevaluations of the evidence from the primary publications.1685 In
conjunction with these studies, the explanation of the presence of large concentrations of votives
on the upper terrace has been reconsidered.1686 For instance, Menadier focused on several issues
with the interpretation of the features and stratigraphy from the upper terrace in her analysis of
the 6th century B.C. phase of occupation; her analysis of the excavation units from the area
around the Hearth Building provides crucial insights into the area’s excavation and
documentation.1687 Menadier also discusses the problematic treatment of deposits as
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Menadier 1995, p. 89; Sinn 1990, pp. 101–102; Salmon 1972, p. 159; Tomlinson 1977, pp.
197–202, 1992, pp. 333–334. The classification as a hestiatorion is generally accepted and the
designation is commonly employed. While some scholars studying remains from the site
continue to refer to deposits and structures by this original designation, this is done for the sake
of clarity; the classification of the structure as a sanctuary is dismissed and the focus is on the
remains as part of the larger votive assemblage from the site. See, for instance, Baumbach 2004,
pp. 15–16; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1985, pp. 225, 228.
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Baumbach 2004, p. 16; Sinn 1990, pp. 61–63; Tomlinson 1977, p. 202. In addition to these
changes in classification and interpretation, the complicated publication history of the site and
inconsistencies in the discussion of the stratigraphy have been acknowledged as problematic for
our understanding of the chronology and stratigraphy established for the deposits on the upper
terrace.
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Dunbabin 1962, p. v. Menadier 1995; Patrick 2008a-b; Sinn 1990; Tomlinson 1977, 1990,
1992. The history of the publication for the site is outlined in Chapter 5. The excavation
volumes cover the sanctuaries of Hera found on the promontory and their votive offerings,
largely omitting the 4th century B.C. and later structures found on the upper terrace of the site. As
was noted by Payne, the intent was to publish the later remains, and associated stratigraphy, from
the western part of the Limenia valley—the western side of the upper terrace/the middle
terrace—in a separate excavation volume (Payne 1940, p. 119).
1686
Sinn 1990, pp. 101–102; Tomlinson 1977, pp. 201–202.
1687
Menadier 1995, pp. 105–113. Menadier offers the most comprehensive critique of the
deposits in relation to stratigraphy, chronology, and documentation. However, her analysis
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stratigraphic units associated with architecture, which informs the attribution of the deposits
readdressed here.1688
As part of my low-level reconstruction, I establish the impact interpretations have had on our
understanding of the evidence available for the votive deposits from the terrace, but go back to
the primary source to reevaluate the evidence from a depositional perspective. Following the
same procedure as applied to the lower terrace, I go on to medium-level analysis, reconstructing
the depositional episodes and assemblages for select deposits on the upper terrace in order to
provide the data set for the cross-comparison of the votive deposits from both terraces as part of
my high-level analysis of maintenance.1689 Although the reidentification of the Temple of Hera
Limenia as auxiliary architecture for dining activities is widely accepted,1690 the shift of the
analysis’s focus in the scholarship means that the links between depositional activities and the
expansion and demarcation of sacred space remain underexplored. I denote the history of the
interpretation of the function of the area, as the resulting treatment of the remains as part of a
single assemblage has made it difficult to distinguish the documentation of deposition for the
deposits.
As my analysis in Chapters 6–8 demonstrated, the reconstruction of depositional episodes is
a lengthy process; the number of small finds from the votive deposits on the upper terrace,

focuses on reassessing our knowledge of the deposits in respect to the chronological analysis of
the sanctuary derived from these features.
1688
Menadier 1995, pp. 92–93. The review of the deposits focuses on the Geometric Deposit,
Limenia Deposit, and Sacred Pool.
1689
The objective of cross-comparing the depositional episodes is to establish the framework for
discussing how the differences and similarities in deposition across the two areas can be used to
reconstruct the depositional history of the site, the associated depositional assemblages, and the
role of deposition in site management.
1690
Kilian-Dirlmeier 1986; Menadier 1995; Morgan 1994; Patrick 2008b; Sinn 1990; Tomlinson
1977, 1990, 1992; Vlachou 2016; Ziskowski and Lamp 2015.
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combined with their manner of documentation, makes reconstructing the evidence for these
deposits even more challenging and extensive. While the finds from the upper terrace are
comprehensively discussed in the primary publications, the nature of documentation makes it
more difficult draw correlations with a specific find spot from the deposits and the
documentation in the archival record. This difficulty is compounded by our poor understanding
of the deposits and architecture in the area.1691 All the finds published in Perachora II are the
small finds coming from the area of the temenos of Hera Limenia and thus comprise of the
materials excavated from the area.1692 However, find spots for individual objects were not
prioritized in excavation, documentation, or publication, making it necessary here to address the
more general assemblage as part of the medium-level inference drawn about the depositional
episodes on the terrace.1693 I present the evidence for the stratigraphy from the three deposits
and then address the associated assemblage as part of the reconstruction of depositional evidence
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Payne 1940, pp. 110–122. Evidence for other building phases in the temenos includes
materials from the 5th century B.C. and Roman phase. These phases are discussed as disturbing
the earlier deposits (Dunbabin 1962, p. 271; Payne 1940, p. 116). However, the phases were
never fully published making it difficult to establish their relations to the occupation of the
sacred center.
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Dunbabin 1962, p. v. Dunbabin notes that the goal of the publication is not, as Payne
originally proposed, to provide a critical discussion of the Protocorinthian and Corinthian styles
of pottery from the site (Dunbabin 1962, p. 1). Although there is controversy over the extent of
the Limenia temenos, the work is outlined as providing a catalogue of the materials from the
Limenia temenos, or upper/middle terrace, that was sorted and arranged on the base of
chronology and typology. Dunbabin notes that, due to the limitations of the stratigraphy at the
site, dating was derived mainly from stylistic comparison to wares from other sites with more
distinguishable stratigraphy (Dunbabin 1962, p. 5).
1693
Dunbabin 1962, pp. xvii, 5. Inconsistencies have been noted in the documentation of the
evidence from the upper terrace (Menadier 1995, pp. 91–93, 100–113). In Perachora I & II, the
stratification on the upper terrace was identified as relatively disturbed, with confusing and
uninformative stratigraphy. As a result, limited emphasis was placed on the findspots of
individual objects. Evidence for the issues with the documentation of finds spots comes from the
discussion of Robertson’s contributions. It is noted that these insights came from him being on
site when the materials were excavated. Despite providing it from recall, he contributed
contextual information for many of the finds (Dunbabin 1962, p. vi).
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as this is the best way to isolate a manageable subset of the evidence for which I am able to apply
a depositional approach.1694
I altar my reconstruction of deposits and depositional episodes not only because the
reevaluations of the area are more extensive in the subsequent scholarship, but also due to the
scale and documentation of the depositional assemblages associated with these deposits.1695 My
reconstruction of the evidence starts with the main votive deposit identified on the upper terrace,
the Limenia Deposit (9.2), and then moves to moves to the Egyptian Pit (9.3) and the Sacred
Pool (9.4).1696 For each deposit, my low-level reconstruction of the evidence is still subdivided
into the synthesis of the evidence from the primary and secondary publications, and then
reconstruction of the evidence from the archival materials. Unlike the deposits on the lower
terrace, the nature of the evidence makes it impossible to divorce the attribution of the
assemblages from the reassessment of depositional episodes from the terrace (9.5).
9.2. Reconstructing the Limenia Deposit
I start by outlining the evidence for the Limenia Deposit, as the evidence sheds light on the
distribution and documentation of votives across the upper terrace.1697 The excavation volumes
discuss the evidence for the feature in conjunction with the analysis of the area’s architecture—
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Rather than conducting a holistic reconstruction of the stratigraphy, deposition, and
depositional assemblages for all of the episodes on the upper terrace, I restrict the analysis to
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the so-called Temple of Hera Limenia, as well as the area defined as the temenos.1698 The major
features isolated in Area 3 include the temenos, staircase, bastion, eastern ashlar wall/Ashlar
Complex, Archaic retaining walls, Hellenistic houses, Hearth Building (Limenia Temple), and
polygonal wall (Figs. 145–146).1699 The first excavation volume includes interpretations of the
architecture, along with the discussion of the bronzes and terracottas; the second excavation
volume covers the other finds, including ceramics.1700 In both publications, references to finds
spots and stratigraphy in respect to the Limenia Deposit are general; it is necessary, then, to draw
correlations between the broad-spectrum discussion of the stratigraphy and the references to
finds from specific areas or architecture.
In addition to the primary publications, several supplemental works are pivotal for
understanding the evidence; for instance, Tomlinson’s supplementary excavations address the
classifications of the upper terrace’s architecture, Sinn’s analysis addresses the function of the
terrace in respect to other activity areas at the site, and Menadier’s study provides a
comprehensive reevaluation of the 6th century B.C. occupation phase.1701 In addition, the range
of votives from the deposit have promoted further consideration of select objects as part of
specific material studies, and the site has been used in the discussion of architectural, social, and
cultural developments in the region; these works are drawn on whenever pertinent.1702
This scholarship has critiqued interpretations of the Limenia Deposit, not only due to the
reevaluation of the sanctuary’s identification, but also due to the problematic nature of the
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feature’s excavation, documentation, and publication.1703 The Limenia Deposit was interpreted
by Payne as representing the occupation of the sanctuary on the upper terrace; distinctions
between phases/layers are noted in both the publications and the archival record.1704 However,
the sectors mentioned as being isolated within the deposit are not referred to consistently. For
instance, the eastern Protocorinthian context, the Egyptian Pit, the northeastern temenos deposit,
and the northwestern (Protocorinthian) temenos deposit are all used to refer to the portions of the
Limenia Deposit around the Hearth Building; similarly, the Bronze Pit/Sacred Pool was isolated
as a distinct deposit, but was also discussed part of the Limenia Deposit.1705
My review of the evidence below addresses the isolation of various areas within the larger
Limenia Deposit, which is also subdivided into three main strata.1706 For Payne, these strata,
consisting of the Protocorinthian, Archaic, and Post-Classical levels, reflect major chronological
phases on the terrace, although the Post-Classical phase is not associated with the sanctuary’s
occupation.1707 The evidence from these three layers was synthesized as part of the Limenia
Deposit in the excavation volumes; much like the lower terrace, the discussion of the
chronological levels focuses on the grouping of objects, while neglecting to outline the method
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Menadier 1995, p. 106; Sinn 1990, p. 58. The majority of votives from the upper terrace are
attributed to the deposit within the temenos of Hera Limenia; scholars have criticized this
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Payne 1940, p. 140.
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Payne 1940, pp. 116–122. Sinn readdressed these levels in respect to terracing:
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of excavation and isolation of the three contexts.1708 My reconstruction of the evidence for these
subdivisions sheds light on the deposition across the terrace, and frames the evidence for my
reconstruction of depositional episodes in relation to the Limenia Deposit.
9.2.1. The Publications
The upper terrace, which was initially defined as the precinct of the temple, was identified
and cleared over the course of several excavation seasons; the investigations uncovered
concentrations of votives, “temple” foundations, and the partially preserved temenos walls (Figs.
9, 146–147, 150–151).1709 The isolation of these elements as part of these early investigations
contributed to the identification of the space’s function as a second sacred center, informing the
subsequent clearing of the area and interpretation of the stratigraphy.1710 The span covered by
the votives, as well as the containment of the layer within walls at the terrace’s edges, was used
to establish the sacred area’s boundaries; the layer was associated with the space referred to
throughout the publication as the temenos.1711 The concentration of votives was identified as the
main votive deposit for the temple of Hera Limenia; the feature is referred to generally in the
excavation volumes as the deposit, our deposit, or the votive deposit.1712
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archival materials below.
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Payne identified the Limenia Deposit as containing an immense number of small dedications,
including ivories, scarabs and other imported items, a high concentration of ceramic fragments,
and votives similar to those from the lower terrace, such as spits and fibulae.1713 The
considerable number of bronzes and ivories among the votives prompted him to begin to develop
new ideas about the sites’ wealth.1714 Finds singled out included a bronze bull of the 6th century
B.C., which was inscribed as being dedicated by Naumachos to Hera Limenia.1715 For Payne,
the find justified his postulation that the modern harbor was not indicative of the ancient harbor,
which must have been of some import for the region, and prompted his interest in isolating a
sanctuary associated with Limenia.1716 The structure initially identified as a temple is located in
the southeastern corner of the area delineated as the temenos (Figs. 8, 146–147, 150); Payne used
inscriptions from votives found in the area, like the bull, to associate the dedications and
structure with the worship of Hera Limenia.1717 Much like the Geometric and Akraia Deposits,
the assemblage associated with the deposit informed the identification of the sanctuary.1718 As a
result, the concentration of votives on the terrace was identified as the Limenia Deposit.1719
The main feature used to define the Limenia Deposit on the upper terrace is not the temple,
but the partially preserved temenos. At the same time, the deposit was used to draw conclusions

1713
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general assemblage to wares from other sites with more distinguishable stratigraphy.
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about the expanse of the temenos, making it helpful to outline how these boundaries were
established and how they have been reinterpreted.
In Perachora I, the temenos, and subsequently the associated deposit, was defined as
measuring roughly 30 x 25 m, or 750 sq. m (Fig. 152).1720 The east wall was well-preserved
(Fig. 149), but the other walls were not fully intact (Figs. 9, 147).1721 The east wall was
preserved to its full extent, roughly 25 m, and the north wall was preserved in two sections, one
roughly 13 m and the other 10 m.1722 For the north and south walls, Payne concluded that “from
the deposit of votives it seems likely that their length was about 30 meters”.1723 He proposed that
the southern temenos wall, where the sanctuary was bounded by the cliff face, was made up of
boulders filling in irregularities in the rock face; the presence of the layer of votives, which
extended to the edge of the open space bounded by the cliff, was interpreted as supporting this
delineation (Fig. 146).1724 No clear boundary was able to be established for the temenos to the
west, as is to be expected as a result of the construction in this area during the Late Archaic and
Hellenistic periods.1725
However, a massive ashlar wall, which was initially interpreted as part of an Ashlar
Complex, was constructed in the 5th century B.C.; the wall is located where the valley starts to
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slope downward and was used to establish the temenos’s western boundary (Figs. 149–150,
152).1726 Further to the west is a contemporary bastion made of larger blocks.1727 Due to the
steep slope between the two walls, Payne argued that they could not be part of a single structure,
or Ashlar Complex, instead, reinterpreting both features as retaining walls protecting the terrace
below (Fig. 153).1728 These walls and the steps were interpreted as part of the same 5th century
B.C. building project constructed after the formation of the Limenia Deposit (Fig. 154),
indicating that although the extent of the votives was discussed as helping define the temenos,
the architecture and natural topography also played a major role.1729 As a result, the initial
interpretations of the votive deposit relied on several basic assumptions about the relationship of
the deposit to the terrace’s architecture.
The extent established for the Limenia Deposit supported the interpretation that the layer was
created after the construction of both the sanctuary and the precinct, covering the entire open
area. The interpretation of the votive deposit as indicative of the temenos’s size assumes that the
walls served as a barrier for the deposit; this implies the deposit was created after the temenos
and covered the whole area within these bounds. The area of the temenos also included
foundations in the space’s southeastern corner that Payne identified as the sanctuary of
Limenia.1730 In contrast to the area of the temenos, the space within the temple foundations did
not contain the layer of votives; Payne used the limited number of sherds and votives to support
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his interpretation that the votive deposit formed after the sanctuary’s foundation on the
terrace.1731 Thus, the association of the Limenia Deposit with the structure and the temenos was
used to conclude that the votives were dedicated and disposed of in conjunction with the
occupation of the sanctuary.1732
When establishing the deposit’s extent to the west, Payne argued that finds either washed
down the slope or were brought down from the temenos or the area to the east of the ashlar wall,
causing the deposit of votives to extend across the Sacred Pool (Fig. 155).1733 The finds were
treated as part of the deposit from the temenos based on Payne’s identification of the finds and
pottery as dedications from the temple of Hera Limenia; however, the bronzes from the Sacred
Pool were considered as part of a distinct deposit.1734 The secondary nature of the Limenia
Deposit’s extension outside the temenos, while noted, does not dissuade the treatment of the
majority of finds as part of the assemblage from the votive deposit within temenos and around
the sanctuary.
Menadier critiques the fact that Payne did not outline the stratigraphy justifying the
classification of such as large area as a single deposit, and therefore reconstructs the area that
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was defined as part of the Sacred Pool (Fig. 156).1735 However, it is clear from Payne’s
description that it is not the stratigraphy that caused him to consider this area as an extension of
the Limenia Deposit; he fully acknowledges that the material was part of different phase of
disposal that included remains that were initially part of the assemblage associated with the
temple, which were either washed down the slope from above or moved and deposited as fill.1736
Although it is easy to see as problematic that Payne associates this secondary deposit with the
original context, he saw associating the disturbed finds with the Limenia Deposit and temenos as
justified because it allowed him to create a fuller picture of the sanctuary assemblage. However,
his extension of the deposit had a negative impact on the discussion of the Sacred Pool, as well
as the deposit on the upper terrace. Both the isolation of the Sacred Pool within the Limenia
Deposit and the discussion of the bronzes and other votives around the Sacred Pool as the same,
but distinct assemblages have caused the finds from the area to be characterized as coming from
unstratified, poorly documented contexts.1737
Payne was aware of the issues with the stratigraphy across the site, acknowledging that while
sometimes whole vessels could be reconstructed from millimeter fragments with very little
missing, other times vessel fragments with joins were found widely separated.1738 For example,
joins were noted in Perachora II as being found between fragments in the harbor area with
fragments in the Limenia Deposit.1739 However, Payne notes that the fragments he found with
joins were of Archaic pottery, causing him to suggest the materials were part of a layer spread
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across the site—over and between the two areas discussed here—after being disturbed and
redeposited as part of the Hellenistic activity in the area and then washed to the terrace down
below.1740 At the same time, this dispersal of joining fragments is often referred to more
generally, resulting in the association of wide distribution of joins with poor stratigraphy and
poor understanding of disposal at the site. For instance, in his general reevaluation of the origin
of the votives on the terrace Tomlinson suggests the joins between fragments from the upper and
lower terrace may be a result of the original deposition of the vessels on the lower terrace in a
less fragmentary condition; the breakage and the clearing of the debris to move to the other
terrace is interpreted as resulting in some fragments being left behind.1741 His explanation
attributes the lack of complete vessels and the joins to the secondary deposition on the upper
terrace, rather than interpreting the fragmentation as the reason for or result of deposition. As
part of his reidentification of the function of the activity area, Tomlinson reconsiders the
relationship between dedication and deposition on the upper terrace—a shift in attribution that is
also addressed by other scholars.1742 This change in the narrative is also linked to changing
perceptions of the area’s function and the possible creation of the votive deposit or layers as part
of renovation phases.
Tomlinson’s reevaluation of the area’s function dismisses the presence of a second sanctuary,
defining the temenos as an auxiliary part of the large sacred complex being utilized at
Perachora.1743 For instance, although Tomlinson brings into question the accumulation of the
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votives in conjunction with their dedication in the area, he defines the area as a “composite
temene”, meaning a secondary annex to the main sanctuary that was acceptable for the
deposition of votives within an area still considered to be sacred space.1744 In his evaluation, the
votives are interpreted as being dumped, but deliberately contained within the walls; it is even
proposed that the walls may have been constructed to extend the area of available space to allow
for deposition within the confines of the sacred.1745
Both Sinn and Menadier modify this interpretation, attributing the dumping of the votives as
part of the use of the entire area as a large landfill, that is, an area available for disposal.1746 Sinn
argued that the discarded votives and mass of accumulated ceramics were incorporated into the
terracing and construction activities, while remaining within consecrated space.1747 Like
Tomlinson, he argued that Perachora follows the canonical structure of a Greek sanctuary, which
was adapted to the topography of the area: the lower terrace is a core sacred center with the
temple and altar, and the upper terrace as an auxiliary area for feasting and other ritual
activities.1748 However as part of her analysis of the extent and function of the layer of votives,
Menadier questions the identification of the walls as part of a temenos, while still viewing the
area as appropriate for disposal; this gives the impression that while being prepared for use, it
was acceptable for the area not to be in use.1749 Menadier reconsiders the formation of the votive
layer in relation to the broader modification of the sanctuary; down-dating even further Sinn’s
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earlier reconsideration of the layer, she argues that the upper terrace’s entire area was leveled in
the early 6th century B.C. as part of a building phase associated with the Hearth Building’s
construction.1750 She suggests that the eastern wall may have served as a retaining wall and that
the northern wall may not mark the northernmost extent of the sanctuary, at least not in the
Archaic period, which complicates our understanding of the span covered by the votives and the
level of disturbance represented.1751
As a result of the reclassification of the walls and sanctuary, interpretations focus on the area
as an auxiliary extension of the sanctuary complex that was appropriate for deposition of votives.
This places less emphasis on the relationship between disposal within a temenos and the
dedication of the votives on the terrace, and more on how the association of the space with the
larger sacred center made it appropriate for depositional practices. These examples show how
the identification of the upper terrace’s structures is intertwined with explanations for how the
votives accumulated. In order to tease out these interconnections and reconsider portions of the
Limenia Deposit in isolation, it is necessary to address in greater depth the manner of disposal
initially established for specific and general portions of the Limenia Deposit, as well as the
chronological phases identified within specific areas of the deposit.
The Limenia Deposit was initially interpreted as the product of sporadic disposal from the
periodic cleaning out of the sanctuary.1752 In these interpretations, the haphazard and periodic

1750

Menadier 1995, pp. 109–110; Sinn 1990, p. 101.
Menadier 1995, p. 90.
1752
Dunbabin 1962, p. 133; Payne 1940, pp. 116–117. The chronological division of the deposit,
outlined below, is used by Payne to suggest the deposit is the result of the gradual accumulation
of debris in the area. However, it is possible that the materials were stored or displayed post
dedication and then were deposited at a later point in the history of the sanctuary. I reconsider the
evidence for gradual accumulation as part of my reevaluation of the depositional assemblages in
this section.
1751

454

manner of disposal was seen as resulting in the fragmentary nature of the deposit’s pottery.1753
In addition, the state of preservation of the materials is explained differently in respect to certain
areas. For instance, the materials to the east of the Hearth Building, where there was no later
building activity, are described as less fragmentary, while the materials from the “regularly used”
pathway are discussed as being reduced to powder.1754 To the east of the so-called temple, the
dedications were interpreted as being deposited in a less frequented area; the classification of the
materials as debris accumulating in a sacred rubbish heap attributed the fragmentary nature of the
pottery to the practice of cleaning out.1755 Payne also argued that in the surrounding layers, the
extremely small and dispersed nature of the fragments made it safe to propose that the temenos
was periodically cleared of debris through leveling.1756 He attributed further disturbance, even in
antiquity, to the fact that the materials were constantly being washed down the slope to the
west.1757
The fragmentary nature of the assemblage was not used to dismiss the identification of the
feature as a votive deposit; instead, Payne placed emphasis on the association of the votives with
the temenos and sanctuary.1758 Based on the depths established for the deposit and the notion of
gradual accumulation, Payne proposes that, if it had accumulated consistently, the deposit would
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have had an accretion rate of a little over an inch every ten years; he acknowledges that the
accumulation would not have been uniform and was more extensive during the Archaic period
(700–500 B.C.).1759 Although it can be critiqued as an overly simplified consideration of
deposition, Payne’s proposed timeline for the accumulation of the deposit shows an interest in
linking the votive deposit to dedicatory practices, with gradual deposition being interpreted as a
natural product of the continuous occupation of the sanctuary.
Attributing the nature of the assemblage to the disposal of unwanted debris from the temple,
Payne argues that the portion of the deposit to the temple’s east was less fragmentary as a result
of materials being deliberately tossed in the least frequented area of the temenos.1760 He
interprets the eventual heaping of the dump as resulting in the discontinuance of the area’s use
for disposal and prompting the additional leveling of the materials.1761 Similarly, in the analysis
of the Corinthian vases from the temenos in Perachora II, the accumulation of such fragmentary
materials is interpreted as the result of the disposal of dedications on a sacred rubbish heap; this
phenomenon is described by Hopper as similar to that seen in all deposits containing votives that
are the product of the clearing out of a temple.1762 Hopper argues that the condition of several
large, less fragile vases, like kraters, suggests the vessels were deliberately broken and trampled
underfoot.1763 He also notes that it is curious that the “best” vases seem to have suffered most in
terms of fragmentation and damage to the objects, such as vases 1582 and 1594.1764 Hopper
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interprets the fragmentation as going beyond the extent that would be expected from processes
occurring as a result of time and weathering, but highlights that Corinthian pottery does not stand
up well to the conditions and manner of disposal linked to the formation of a votive deposit of
this type.1765 His discussion reflects a clear interest in the state of preservation of materials,
particularly ceramics, in votive deposits; unfortunately, Hooper does not include any specific
examples or citations, making it impossible to establish what evidence he is using to establish the
parameters for interpreting this as a common phenomenon. However, as these examples reflect,
the consideration of the accumulation and disturbance of the Limenia Deposit in the primary
publications focuses on how the evidence allows for the identification of the feature as a product
of the deposition of debris over time. Thus, fragmentation in the Limenia Deposit is explained as
a reason for deposition, being deliberately carried out in conjunction with deposition, and
resulting from deposition and secondary leveling.
As noted above, in the reclassification of the deposit’s creation, the fragmentation of the
remains is still emphasized as a product of the materials’ treatment as rubbish, but a different
explanation is given for the deposition on the terrace. Menadier makes an important distinction,
arguing that pockets of homogenous materials within the deposit may reflect how objects that
were stored or displayed together were also cleared away and dumped together;1766 the
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placement of the materials within a layer also containing pottery, bone, soil, and ash is
interpreted as confirming the deposit accumulated as a landfill, that is, due to the use of the area
for large-scale disposal from other areas.1767 In other words, Menadier dismisses the
accumulation as gradual, instead interpreting it as the result of large-scale dumping of debris
from other areas; in other interpretations, the leveling of the area is linked to the construction of
the Hearth Building.1768 Sinn argued that the disposal in the area may have been linked to the
clearing and leveling associated with the construction of the stoa, as well as the reorganization of
the lower terrace’s altar and temple.1769 In all these discussions, the relationship between the
creation of a level surface, the disposal of a large concentration of debris, and the disposal of
votives within the bounds appropriate for sacred debris is treated as largely understood. As a
result, the deposit is discussed more generally, and the manner of disposal is not analyzed in
respect to the differences in the layer across the terrace, such as to the east versus west of the
Hearth Building. It is helpful, then, to return to Payne’s discussion of the chronological phases
identified across the terrace and their relation to the deposit.
Despite recognizing that the materials were extremely fragmentary, mixed, and spread over a
large space, Payne identifies three chronological layers within the Limenia Deposit, providing a
general overview of the attributes of each; I review each of them below (Figs. 150, 157).1770 My
review of the documentation addresses how the documentation of the Limenia Deposit as a
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single votive deposit with individual layers presents the evidence in a way that obscures the
stratigraphy.
The Protocorinthian, Archaic, and Post-Classical phases were singled out by Payne as
significant for understanding several of the assemblages and occupation phases from the upper
terrace, as well as for filling in the gaps for phases of occupation not as extensively represented
on the lower terrace.1771 Aside from defining these levels chronologically, the discussion in the
publication makes references to the evidence from select areas and levels of the deposit,
particularly those associated with dating the architecture. For instance, the Archaic levels are
associated with the occupation of the Hearth Building, while the Post-Classical layers are linked
to the occupation of the Hellenistic houses constructed in this area.1772 While showing an
interest in establishing the area’s general stratigraphy, Payne uses the Limenia Deposit to draw
these conclusions while arguing that it cannot be classified as a uniform, closed deposit, but
rather must be recognized as both disturbed and stratified.1773
The Post-Classical layer, spanning 30 to 35 inches, extends from the modern ground level
down to the beginning of the 5th century B.C. Archaic level.1774 In the primary publication, the
votive deposit is described as containing remains from the 8th to 5th centuries B.C., indicating
that Payne excluded the later, Post-Classical layer from his description of the Limenia Deposit;
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this is the mixed later layer that he discussed as being washed down to the lower portions of the
site.1775 The exclusion of this last layer is driven by the assumption that a deposit consisting of
votives would not be expected to contain materials of the domestic sphere, causing Payne to
attribute the assemblage to the occupation of the so-called Hellenistic houses (Figs. 146, 156).1776
Several fragments of cooking pots, or kitchen wares, are attributed to the Classical and PostClassical periods, when houses came to occupy the western and southern parts of the temenos; as
a result, the later periods of occupation isolated on the terrace are interpreted as providing limited
insight into the earlier occupation or the votive deposit.1777
Although a house was constructed across the temenos in the Roman period, unlike the area of
the West Court, the feature was not extensively documented and is not discussed in detail in the
reevaluations of the upper terrace.1778 The scarce number of Roman wares was used to suggest
that the Limenia Deposit was not extensively disturbed during the Roman period; instead, the
impact of this occupation was identified as being isolated to the Post-Classical level.1779 The
limited evidence from the Roman period, such as the few later Hellenistic and Roman lamps
from the upper terrace (4231–4235, 4254, nos. 128–130), is attributed to the temenos’s later
occupation after it ceased to function as a sacred center.1780 For instance, Jeffery proposes that
three fragments of Roman lamps (128–130) belonged to the houses overlaying the temenos.1781
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Sinn discusses the Post-Classical layer as the product of the reorganization of the upper terrace in
conjunction with the construction occurring on the lower terrace, but does not address the upper
layer as part of the Limenia Deposit.1782 The evidence reflects that the upper layer received less
attention due to the interpretation that it is not directly linked to the occupation of the sacred
center at the site, but rather to these later renovations.
The assemblages from the Archaic and Protocorinthian phases are not discussed extensively
in relation to these stratigraphic layers the excavation volumes, but rather the association is
reflected in the chronological grouping of the materials, particularly the ceramics, from the
Limenia Deposit in the publications.1783 Despite being interpreted as the layer most extensively
associated with the peak occupation of the terrace, the Archaic phase is downplayed due to the
focus on the lowest level, the Protocorinthian Stratum, that was more well-preserved.1784 The
entire Limenia Deposit is defined as reaching a depth of approximately 60–70 inches below the
surface level; thus, the Protocorinthian and Archaic levels together span 35–40 inches.1785 The
5th century B.C. renovation of the terrace and the Archaic debris deposited in association with
this renovation were identified as separating the Post-Classical and Protocorinthian levels, but
the extent of the level itself is not discussed.
In order to establish what evidence is available for this 5th century B.C. phase, it is best to
start with the architectural evidence. In the 5th century B.C., a cobble paving was constructed in
the area surrounding the Hearth Building.1786 At roughly the same time, a polygonal retaining
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wall was constructed to the west of the structure that cut through the Protocorinthian level below;
the fill of the foundation trench on either side of the wall contained late 5th century B.C. sherds
used to date the wall (Figs. 149–150).1787 Menadier emphasize this 5th to 4th century B.C.
building phase as part of the second leveling phase on the terrace, or the secondary spreading of
debris, and associated this event with the possible constriction of the sanctuary boundaries.1788
This interpretation revises the reevaluation presented by Sinn; he argues that the votives in the
Protocorinthian level were incorporated into the fill around the structure immediately after the
Hearth Building foundations were laid, and that the Archaic materials were the product of a
single episode of disposal with a complete mixing of finds from 700–500 B.C.1789 In these
approaches, it is clear that the conflation of the layers resulted in a limited understanding the
relationship between the two levels.
The Protocorinthian was defined as the lowest occupation level, proceeding the construction
of the Hearth Building; Payne defines the layer as being well-stratified, or at least more stratified
than the others.1790 He placed particular significance on this lowest level as representing the
undisturbed earlier portion of the Limenia Deposit. The earliest votives from the deposit date to
the middle or third quarter of the 8th century B.C.; the presence of these objects was interpreted
as evidence for activity on the upper terrace immediately after the closing of the Geometric
Deposit, with the slight overlap between the ceramics from the two features being of note for
understanding the occupation phases and developments at Perachora.1791 The limited discussion
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of the earlier materials from the Akraia Deposit in Perachora I reflects how the assemblage from
the Limenia Deposit was prioritized for the evidence it provided for the Protocorinthian phases at
the site.1792 The stratigraphy for the Protocorinthian layer was addressed more extensively than
those above; Payne notes that sections of the layer were relatively stratified while others were
not, indicating that the level should not be conceived of as strict stratigraphic groupings.1793
Payne emphasizes that parts of the Limenia Deposit were almost entirely Protocorinthian in date,
but does not go one to map or isolate these areas further.1794
Despite his emphasis on the earliest layer, Payne attributed all three layers to the broader
terrace, creating a disjointed perception of the stratigraphy for the deposit. In addition, he often
abandons the use of these three classifications. For instance, Payne argued that in some areas
there are well-preserved “general” deposits, or layers, that can be isolated as representative of
groupings of undisturbed materials within the Limenia Deposit.1795 Mentions of stratified areas
of the Limenia Deposit do not easily align with how the evidence is presented in the excavation
volumes. As a result, scholars have expressed concern with the accuracy of Payne’s
classifications, especially his more extensive outline of the “stratified” sections of the
Protocorinthian level; vague references to these stratified sections have been a point of
contention in studies on the finds from the upper terrace.1796 My more extensive review of the
evidence for the Protocorinthian layer below addresses the documentation and isolation of the
evidence established for it, as well as the critiques of this classification.
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Payne defined the portion of the deposit to the east and northeast of the Hearth Building as
almost exclusively Protocorinthian.1797 In this area, the deposit was 35 inches below the surface,
continuing for a depth of roughly another 35 inches; Payne notes that both of these extents are
unusually deep for the sanctuary.1798 The pottery was predominantly Protocorinthian with
complete or slightly broken vases that were largely reconstructable; some Corinthian materials
were also found, possibly suggesting the leveling and mixing of a portion of the layer at a
Corinthian date.1799 Menadier has critiqued Payne’s failure to establish that the Protocorinthian
level was defined largely based on the presence of the burnt layer; this lowest level and burnt
layer were never mapped, causing her to argue that the confusion with the area’s stratigraphy
comes from the failure to establish the relationship of these levels.1800 The pits excavated in the
western and eastern sides of the terrace, and the associated findings, were equated in the
publication of the findings in Perachora II, but Menadier highlights differences in the
stratigraphy in the two areas.1801 Her reevaluation of the deposit’s creation proposes that the area
was predominantly made up of a single Protocorinthian to Archaic layer, constructed in the early
6th century B.C., that contained some clusters of materials.1802 Although downdated slightly, this
supports her reinterpretation of the mixed level as a dump, following the theory proposed slightly
earlier by Sinn.1803 Menadier’s reevaluation also identifies the next layer, or the 5th century B.C.
phase, as linked to the Hearth Building’s abandonment and the reorganization of the terrace as
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secular; thus, she associates the two layers with specific leveling events, rather than associating
the two layers’ accumulation with the Hearth Building.1804
Despite the primary publications’ peripheral treatment of the context for the evidence, my
analysis of the evidence establishes differences from the eastern and western sides of the upper
terrace. Both areas have elements characteristic of the description provided for the Limenia
Deposit, but there are differences in the stratigraphy across the terrace that are not addressed in
identifying the chronological layers in the publication. In order to further understand the
attribution of the evidence to each level, it is helpful to consider the levels alongside the
interpretation of the Limenia Deposit within the temenos; juxtaposing the discussion of materials
from the eastern and western ends of the terrace informs our understanding of the differing
treatment of the evidence established for the deposit.
The stratigraphy on the upper terrace’s western side—parts of which are referred to in the
later scholarship as the middle terrace—is identified as being disturbed as a result of both
Archaic and Hellenistic activity; this is also the area associated with the Sacred Pool, which was
part of the evidence from the western side of the terrace isolated as a separate deposit.1805 The
terrace’s eastern side, on the other hand, consisted of the portion of the deposit concentrated
around the Hearth Building.1806 Even considering the reidentification of the temple, it is clear
that a selection of votives were concentrated in this area, which is associated with the Egyptian
Deposit and included higher concentrations of clusters of materials.1807 My synthesis of the
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general differences in the two areas outlines the evidence attributed to the Limenia Deposit in the
reconstructions of the terrace’s eastern and western sides. This also provides the framework for
reconstructing the Egyptian Deposit and Sacred Pool as independent deposits in the following
sections.
To the northwest and southwest within the temenos, the Limenia Deposit is discussed as
being relatively thin, roughly 10–12 inches thick, and more disturbed; areas identified as “rich”
in this area included those with purely Protocorinthian pottery.1808 The lowest Protocorinthian
level was disturbed by Archaic activity, and again by Hellenistic activity.1809 As a result, the
layers in the area were described as difficult to trace; Payne argues that one meter was purely
Protocorinthian, while the next contained a mixture of materials, making it impossible to isolate
stratified portions of the level.1810 Payne notes that the portion of the deposit on the temenos’s
western end, where the area slopes down, was chronologically unstratified; however, Payne does
not clarify how far to the west he means, nor does he establish which layer he is referring to in
respect to the mixing.1811 The same issue arises in his discussion of vessel fragments being
widely separated.1812 Payne argues that fragments were distributed down this side of the terrace
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due to the area’s slope and the impacts of wash.1813 However, in the section drawing he clearly
maps out portions of these layers along the slope (Fig. 157). As the review of the evidence
reflects, the discussion of these mixed levels on the western side of the terrace is not treated in
enough depth in the publications to draw clear conclusions about the deposition of the layers.1814
As a result of the mixed nature of the Limenia Deposit to the west, the focus in the
publications shifted to the portion of the deposit to the east of the temple, which is established as
being less fragmentary and predominantly Protocorinthian.1815 The portion of the deposit to the
temple’s east—the area also referred to as the sacred rubbish heap—where disposal was initially
concentrated is described as particularly rich containing pottery, ivories, scarabs, and other small
finds.1816 Due to Payne’s classification of the finds as exclusively/purely Protocorinthian, this
section of the deposit was also discussed as the Protocorinthian Level.1817 Unfortunately, the
layer is not depicted as a separate drawing on any of the plans from the publications, making it
necessary to rely on the layer’s description in respect to the architecture.
As is the case with the temples to Akraia on the lower terrace, the discussion of the surviving
architecture highlights the isolation of the layer and finds in association with the Hearth
Building’s foundations, which rest on virgin soil.1818 Payne argues that there were no signs of
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disturbance of the deposit, as would be expected if the deposit was present prior to the
construction of a foundation trench and the structure.1819 The foundation blocks were set into the
virgin soil up to a depth of roughly 20–25 cm while approximately 25 cm of the foundations
were visible above the ground level.1820 The deposit was particularly deep in this area to the
east, starting roughly 35 inches below the surface and continuing for 35 inches.1821 In the area to
the north and east, the deposit was in contact with the wall’s exterior and was not present on the
interior of the foundations.1822 This caused Payne to conclude that the deposit began
accumulating contemporaneously to the construction of the structure, c. 750 B.C.1823 In other
words, the foundations were set into the virgin soil and the deposit accumulated directly on top
of this layer.1824
The analysis of this portion of the Protocorinthian Level in the publication outlined in more
detail the area’s assemblage; the materials were concentrated at a depth of 60 inches in the area
around the foundations.1825 The finds represent some of the earliest examples from the larger
Limenia Deposit, with the majority dating from the 8th to the first quarter of the 7th century
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B.C.;1826 some of the finds date as late as the third quarter of the 7th century B.C.1827 However,
the attribution of objects and the critique of the stratigraphy in the second excavation volume
establishes several problems with the classification and attribution of the finds from the layer.1828
In particular, a number of objects identified as Egyptianizing are attributed to this area, with a pit
referred to as the Egyptian Deposit being isolated.1829 Although I discuss Egyptian Pit in further
detail in the reconstruction of the deposit, I outline here the reconsiderations of the general
stratigraphy to the east of the Hearth Building.
In the introduction to the analysis of the finds Perachora II, Dunbabin notes that the lack of
documentation of the stratigraphy identified on the upper terrace limits the understanding of the
deposits.1830 In particular, the location of the Egyptian Pit and the concentration of the materials
in the area to the east of the Hearth Building received further attention in his notes on the
stratigraphy.1831 In his introduction to the catalogue of Egyptian materials, James argues that the
dating of the objects must be drawn from the ceramic assemblage associated with the finds,
linking these materials predominantly to the Protocorinthian levels in line with Payne’s

1826

Payne 1940, p. 117. Finds from the area include mostly complete aryballoi and fine
fragments of kotylai, pyxides, and other striped Protocorinthian wares; examples of ceramics
attributed to the deposit in Perachora I include 208, 737, 941, 944, 1145–1161, 1291, 1963b,
3006, 3357, 3405. Saucer 3006 was noted as being found east of the Heraion at a depth of 60
inches within the same context as Pottery 1145-1161 (Dunbabin 1962, p. 299, pl. 127).
1827
Payne 1962, pp. 117–118. For a discussion of finds with later dates see Pottery 1145, 1160,
1161. Lid 1160 is noted for being associated with examples that may downdate the object. The
earliest objects from the Limenia Deposit date to the middle or third quarter of the 8th century
B.C. (Dunbabin 1962, pp. 5–6).
1828
Dunbabin 1962, p. xvii.
1829
Dunbabin 1962, pp. xvii, 464–465.
1830
Dunbabin 1962, p. 278.
1831
Menadier 1995, pp. 106–107.
469

discussion of the area in Perachora I.1832 His discussion underscores how the relationship of the
Protocorinthian Level with a burnt strosis, which is first discussed in depth in the analysis of the
Egyptian materials, is not addressed in the first excavation volume.1833 Menadier argues that part
of this confusion comes from the reclassification of the architecture associated with the trenches
and deposits during the on-going excavations.1834 In addition, both she and Sinn associate the
creation of the Protocorinthian level with the area’s first terracing and the construction of the
Hearth Building.1835 The overview of the evidence and the critiques of its limitations emphasize
the need to reconsider the evidence for the Limenia Deposit, particularly the Protocorinthian
level, using the archival materials—as I will now do below.
9.2.2. The Archival Materials
Since the Limenia Deposit’s excavation was the primary objective of the 1932 season, the
findings are most extensively documented in PER 1.1836 Although this is the first excavation
notebook in the archival records, the documentation starts in the midst of on-going investigations
from 1932 and does not outline the excavations undertaken in previous seasons.1837 Additional
insights into the Limenia Deposit come from the documentation of excavations and
interpretations in PER 5.1838 Using these notebooks, as well as other references, to compile the
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evidence provides the best starting point for reconstructing the stratigraphy for the Limenia
Deposit.
The deposit was excavated both in large sections and in smaller pits/trenches that were
continuously expanded or combined.1839 As mentioned previously, Menadier has critiqued
Payne’s classification of the stratigraphy in this area, reconstructing the location and significance
of a number of these excavation units (Fig. 156).1840 My review compiles the evidence from the
archival record, drawing on Menadier’s reinterpretation as part of my reconstruction of the
analytical evidence. I synthesize the evidence from the documentation of the excavations of the
Limenia Deposit and focus on reconstructing the broader picture for disposal on the upper
terrace. The differences in the eastern and western sectors of the deposit are addressed, but the
evidence from these areas is discussed further in respect to the reconstruction of the Sacred Pool
and the Egyptian Deposit.1841 Reconstructing the broader range of evidence for Limenia Deposit
first is critical as a number of reconsiderations of the deposit immediately focus on these areas of
interest, like the Egyptian Deposit and Sacred Pool, or materials of interest, like the
Protocorinthian evidence, imports, or metals, making it difficult to contextualize the evidence for
the Limenia Deposit in the broader discussion of the history of deposition on the terrace.
Insight into the manner of excavation is provided by the documentation of the units used to
excavate the area in the notebooks. Several of the pits (or trenches) used in the temenos’s
excavation were labeled alphabetically based on the dates of excavation rather than location, but
it is possible to relate the individual pits to the broader terrace using drawings including
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architecture.1842 Using the Eastern Ashlar Wall and Polygonal Wall as markers is the most
helpful way to determine the location indicated for a number of the plans of this area from the
notebooks. The ashlar wall was identified early in the excavation of the upper terrace; however,
as addressed above, Payne had initially considered the ashlar walls as a potential temple
structure; in the documentation of the excavations, he regularly uses the eastern ashlar wall as an
identifying marker, but it is labeled as the “Heraeum Wall”, or “H. Wall” (Figs. 146, 158–
161).1843
Additional issues with isolating these locations arises from the manner of documentation
employed for the excavation units. While the alphabetic designation is relatively easy to follow,
they are not always used, or the labels were applied later; Payne also refers to areas and units
using the names of the workmen.1844 The documentation is also grouped by days; for instance, a
single notebook page may contain notes on several of the pits being excavated at that time. The
notes offer a synthesis of the excavations, taking the form of daily check-ins or debriefings. In
this respect, it seems Payne was reviewing finds and stratigraphy by studying the materials on
site, talking with individuals, and synthesizing the evidence to identify the terrace’s potential
occupation phases. Thus, it is necessary to trace out the identification and documentation of
these pits at various levels. The nature of the notes also indicates that Payne was checking in on
areas periodically and relying on the sorting of the finds and delineation of the layers established
by the excavators. The difficulty in synthesizing the changes in the stratigraphy from one meter
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to the next in the final publication can be partially attributed to the disparate documentation of
the areas.
Also informative is the fact that the three levels established for the Limenia Deposit in the
publications are often all established for a find area on the same day, and then are addressed in
association with the expansion of the area being excavated. This indicates that the trenches/pits
are initially relatively small areas able to be completely excavated in a day to a few days time
and may have served as test trenches guiding the expansion excavations as part of the same pit.
Furthermore, pits appear to have been expanded as part of the tracing of the architecture from
various periods. Although this varied excavation and reference system is difficult to understand,
correlating the documentation of individual pits and layers across the terrace is possible using the
full range of information available in the archival material.
The first documentation associated with the Limenia Deposit is the discussion of two
excavation units, Pits A and B.1845 The first documentation includes notes on the finds from
specific depths and the location of the pits outlined in later sketches (Figs. 158–159).1846 Both
Pits A and B are located to the west of the Hearth Building and Polygonal Wall (Fig. 156); in the
first sketch, the relationship between the two pits is slightly skewed (Fig. 158). The notes
establish that Pit A is above the wall and to the south and west of Pit B; this places Pit B slightly
further north, closer to the polygonal wall.1847 Although the relationship is not discussed, the
placement of Pit A locates it in the area above the southern wall of the Roman House and
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includes the excavation of the levels below the structure, as well as its removal.1848 Pit B, in its
initial phase, was concentrated along the western side of the Polygonal Wall (Figs. 158–159).
This means that the trenches were in roughly the center of the north-south span of the terrace—
within the area that would eventually be delineated as the temenos—and were to the west of the
Hearth Building.1849
The initial excavations in this area are documented in the notebook, but the area was not
identified as Pit A until the second day of excavations.1850 Pit B, on the other hand, is first
documented on the plan with Pit A, with excavations outlined in the following notes (Fig.
158).1851 Although the area was tentatively associated with the ashlar wall of the potential
Heraeum in the initial excavations, the fuller exposure of the architecture caused Pit B to be
expanded in association with the investigation of the east-west rubble walls extending from the
back wall, or with Walls A1 and A2.1852 The excavations on the inside of this wall are visible in
a site photograph, which also shows the excavation of multiple areas around the polygonal wall
at once (Fig. 162). The location able to be established for the two pits shows the problem with
relying solely on these units to understand deposition across the terrace, as both pits include the
areas disturbed by the polygonal wall and later complex, as well as undisturbed portions of the
layers preserved around the architecture.
Pit A was close to the architecture, resulting in the splitting of the excavation of the area into
Pit C to the east by the polygonal wall (Figs. 156, 159). Unfortunately, Pit C is not documented
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in extensive detail; the documentation for the area predominantly consists of notes on the finds
and levels from Pit A. In Pit A, during the first day of excavations, a burnt level/strosis was
identified at a depth of 46–48.1853 Finds from a little above included bones, and a bronze lion
was found at a higher depth of 39; this is indicative of the presence of votives above the burnt
layer.1854 Finds from below the burnt level were identified as coming from the last level of the
section, concentrated at a depth of 60; these finds included 5 cups and ribbed grey wares.1855
The reclassification of the area as Pit A coincided with the excavation of the lower levels,
namely, the levels below the Post-Classical layer.1856 From a depth of 55–60, many bones and
Protocorinthian striped cups were found; here the burnt level is identified at a depth of 56,
indicating the burnt level was directly above the Protocorinthian layer.1857 This documentation
indicates that the burnt level and the Corinthian level existed somewhere between roughly 46 to
56; this is supported by the fact that in the discussion of the levels above the lowest layer, i.e.,
from 45–55, the ceramics are identified as being mostly 6th to 5th centuries B.C., with some
Protocorinthian.1858 Below, a concentration of coarse ware—a red-buff ware with black particles
and very thick—was identified at a depth of 60; no date is given for the materials.1859 Also at 60
was a glass bead and bulls eye type; this area is discussed as just below the burnt layer and is
identified as Protocorinthian.1860 This supports the identification of the three general groupings
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presented in the publication, with slight conflation of the Archaic layer, burnt strosis, and
Protocorinthian layer in the classification of the votive assemblage.
The documentation of Pit B is the most extensive, including top plans, section drawings, and
notes.1861 As mentioned above, Pit B was initially excavated in a concentrated area, similar to
Pit A, but then was expanded to cover a larger section (Figs. 156, 158–159). The section
drawing of Pit B depicts the same layers as are outlined elsewhere on the terrace including the
following: the Attic layer, 6th to 5th centuries B.C., extends from a depth of roughly 45–48; a
layer containing an ivory ram, rabbit pl(ate), and other Protocorinthian materials extends from a
depth of 50–55 (below the Attic layer, but above the burnt layer); the burnt layer is denoted as
very thin, with no span established; the lowest layer is identified as pure Protocorinthian and
spans roughly 55–65 in depth (Fig. 163).1862 Pit A is noted on the section drawing next to the
Attic layer; considering the indication that this upper layer was present in Pit A, while there is no
section drawing and spans were not isolated in the area, it is possible to propose that these levels
were present but more difficult to isolate due to the disturbance in Pit A.1863 The span of the
Archaic layer (45–48) and mixed layer (50–55) above the burnt layer supports the conclusion
that these were distinct episodes that were easier to isolate in Pit B and referred to as the primary
layers in the publications.
Using the identification of the levels in Pit B, it is possible to outline how the evidence from
the notes provides further insight into the nature of the layers (Fig. 163).1864 The lowest level in
Pit B, including the burnt layer, was established as most easily distinguished and has the most
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extensive documentation. Within Pit B, the burnt layer, which serves as the main level to
distinguish between the upper and lower levels, was established at the depth of 55 inches; the
level included an ivory seal with (a) lion and goat heads and (b) scorpions, an ivory seal with (a)
a flying eagle and (b) owl, a faience head, a very fine ivory fibula circle, and other small finds
like scarabs.1865 Here, at the burnt level, were very fine Protocorinthian sherds.1866 These
references demonstrate that this thin layer either contained a very small concentration of finds or
was directly associated with layers containing votives. Reference is made to the Protocorinthian
layer directly above that spans roughly 52–55 inches; the finds are outlined as pure
Protocorinthian, including fine ware (such as the plate with a rabbit and tree and a very fine
Argive shoulder fragment), coarse ware (such as a red ware with a cable from a very large neck),
and the ivory ram.1867 Some sherds date down to the Late Protocorinthian, such as a pyxis lid,
indicating that the level after the burnt layer is slightly later in date.1868 Although separated by
the burnt level, the layer below is also described as being pure Protocorinthian, with the finds
thickest at a depth of 67.1869 A conical oinochoe is singled out as having snakes eating
scorpions; the layer also included two Geometric rim fragments and a very fine conical oinochoe
in green clay.1870 From below the burnt level, documentation notes ivory seals, bronze
pins/geometric fibula fragments, terracotta figurine fragments, scarabs, etc.1871 The washing of
materials from a depth of 55–65 from Pit B revealed mostly Protocorinthian pottery, with one or
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two Attic and a few Corinthian sherds.1872 This evidence indicates that the layers are relatively
stratified, differ slightly in date, and were separated by the burnt layer which did not contain the
same concentration of votives.
This documentation of the layers in the investigations’ early stages reflects how Pits A and B
were being used to explore and establish the general stratigraphy presented for the terrace in the
publications. The documentation of Pit B’s expansion also reflects the difficulties in tracing the
synthesized stratigraphy presented in the final publications. For instance, in the comparison of
the three layers from this area, Payne notes that the majority of bones were in the lowest layer,
with a number identified in the burnt strosis and in the layer above with Protocorinthian
materials.1873 However, it is difficult to establish exactly which area this evidence is coming
from, or what he means by lowest layer. In the publications, the mention of bones and burnt
stratums is virtually absent; the failure to mention these elements is part of the loss of evidence
that promotes the idea that the stratigraphy is both poor and poorly understood. However,
mapping the expansion of Pit B and the use of the evidence from the pit in interpretations
provides a better understanding of the differences between the evidence preserved in the archival
materials and that presented in the publication.
As established by Menadier, Pit B was expanded and covered a larger area than some of the
other pits used to excavate the terrace, eventually incorporating into the pit a much larger area
than that shown on the first top plan (Figs. 156, 158–159).1874 The expansion of Pit B can be
associated with the excavators D. Thodes and Giannapalos (Fig. 160).1875 The documentation of
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the finds from the pit is associated with these excavators, supporting the idea that Payne’s
documentation and selection of objects was informed by the input and documentation of the
finds by the workmen.1876 A note indicates that Thodes and Giannapalos confirmed for Payne
that in this area, below the burnt strosis, there was limited contamination in the form of later
remains; this evidence comes from the washing and analysis of a zimbeli (basket of ceramics)
from the area.1877 While scholars like Menadier have associated the area’s excavation with Pit B,
other documentation outlines its excavation in three north-south sections that do not directly
correlate with the pits (Fig. 161). The Middle Section is described as being near the polygonal
wall; this indicates that the Eastern Section was to the east of the polygonal wall.1878 Baskets
from the middle sector and burnt layer are described containing stray dated pieces including
Attic and Corinthian 5th century B.C. fragments, Argive Protocorinthian, and some Corinthian
animal; this indicates the excavations included a portion of the foundation trench from the 5th
century B.C. polygonal wall.1879 In this area, at a depth of 70, finds outlined included seals and
mostly Protocorinthian finds, but some intrusions like Hellenistic and Attic wares caused Payne
to question his consideration of the whole layer as purely Protocorinthian.1880 However, by the
time of the publication, this area had been definitively isolated as part of the foundation trench
associated with the wall.1881 Further discussion of this middle sector outlines the excavation of
the area of the polygonal wall, and immediately behind the wall.1882 For instance, the sherds
from behind and in front of the (polygonal) wall are identified as more Corinthian than
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Protocorinthian.1883 The notes imply that several pits were used to excavate the foundation
trench associated with this wall; this is supported by the excavations documented in some
photographs of the area (Fig. 162). In the publication, Payne does mention the 5th century B.C.
ceramics in respect to the foundation of the polygonal wall indicating a reconciliation of this
issue through the identification of the foundation trench.1884 Unfortunately, the dissociation of
the manner of excavation and the extent of Pit B in the later reading of the notes has promoted
the extrapolation of the contamination to a potentially larger area.
I consider the other discussions from disparate excavation days in order to establish whether
the documentation supports the conclusion that the overall makeup of Pit B—such as the relation
of the layers or nature of the finds—is similar to Pit A and the broader terrace. Giannopoulos
suggests that in the area below the burnt strosis, which also refers to the last occupation layer,
there was an ivory seal with a goat and rosette, the legs of a male terracotta figurine, scarabs,
bronze pins, and other finds—all finds similar to the depositional assemblage identified
elsewhere on the terrace.1885 A terracotta found at the lowest level of the upper area is identified
as being 6th century B.C.1886 An ivory sphinx was also found behind the wall at the top; at the
same level was a large terracotta head of East Greek style.1887 In the same area, identified now
as the Corinthian level, a large terracotta head is documented as coming from about ten inches
above the top of the wall foundations, with additional finds, including an ivory flute
fragment.1888 Thus, all these finds support the identification of later remains in the burnt level
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and above; for instance, down to roughly a foot below the top of the last block of the polygonal
wall the pottery is classified as predominantly Corinthian with a little Protocorinthian.1889
Additional insights can be attributed to the notes taken by Nikola and Vasili on the burnt
strosis in Pit B.1890 The notes indicate that the pit being discussed as BI was part of the
expansion of Pit B; this expansion is associated with the area initially excavated as Pit B by
Thodes and Giannapalos .1891 In this area, at a depth of 44, there were Corinthian sherds and
primitive terracottas, as well as a scarab.1892 No sherds are identified as extending under the
polygonal wall; in respect to the “later wall” or the Roman Wall, the burnt layer was higher on
one side, but lower to the other, following the slope of the terrace (Figs. 160–161).1893 The
absence of the burnt strosis in the immediate area around Roman Wall caused Payne to argue
that it had been destroyed during the wall’s creation.1894 Overall, the documentation shows that
the stratigraphy closely aligns with the section drawing for Pit B (Fig. 163); the differences
provide insights into disturbances across terrace, such as the foundation trenches for the
polygonal wall and Roman wall, as well as the difference in the slope of the terrace moving to
the west.
Some of the pits are not documented in sufficient detail to be extensively utilized in the
reconstructions of specific depositional episodes herein; for instance, Pit F is never directly
identified in the field notes. On the other hand, some of the documentation sheds light on the
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difference in stratigraphy in different areas in close proximity (Fig. 156).1895 Pit C was discussed
in a limited fashion; the pit was excavated on the same day as Pit E, but the levels are not cross
compared.1896 The upper part of the fill in Pit C is discussed as unstratified, like portions of Pits
A and E.1897 Overall, the limited documentation of this pit, its placement between the Roman
house and polygonal wall, and the limited use of the evidence in the publications suggests the
area was not documented in greater detail as it was not established as being of note in the
excavations, nor did it provide different insights than the findings from Pits A and B. However,
closer attention should be paid to the fact that the pit is located just to the east of Pit A, i.e.,
between the Roman House and Polygonal Wall (Fig. 159). This places the pit in the area
associated with the excavation of a bothros; although not labeled on the published plan or
addressed in further detail in the publications, the bothros is identified on one of the plans as
being directly to the west of the Polygonal Wall (Fig. 164).1898 The bothros can only be
tentatively linked to the excavation of Pit C and the notes associate the feature with the
excavation around the Hearth Building.1899 The feature is identified as very deep, containing
Egyptian materials; Payne argues that he thinks this bothros was made later in order to clear the
site.1900 This assumption is also based on the fact that the finds represent a large array and are
clearly unstratified and this contradicts the outline of continual disposal and gradual
accumulation for the area to the east of the temple in the publication.1901 However, identifying
the bothros as a deposit of unstratified materials cleared from the temple area at a later date
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supports the idea that Pit C was different from the other areas. The documentation suggests that
the analysis of these areas on the upper terrace as pits involved extensive cross-comparison that
focused on the structure’s investigation and interpretation to the east; these connections between
pits and levels are lost due to the manner of publication in the excavation volumes.1902
Fortunately, the other pits can be reconstructed in more detail using the archival material.
Pit D was located along the terrace’s northern edge, where the northern temenos wall was
identified, and is separated from Pit B by Pit E (Figs. 156, 159). Notes on an unidentified area,
excavated by George Kiriakis and (indecipherable), document the excavation around the drain on
the northern side of the terrace as part of the excavations of the Middle Section (Fig. 161).1903
The lack of clear documentation of the pit’s location initially prompted the dismissal of the
evidence as being unable to be associated with a specific pit.1904 However, the placement of the
Middle Section immediately to the west of the polygonal wall and the description of the remains
allows this to be identified as Pit D. The main element that helps confirm the location is the
mention of the drain, which is shown on the plan in the excavation publication (Fig. 146).1905 In
the temenos’s description in the publication, Payne notes that the northern temenos wall was
preserved in two sections, which were interrupted by the later addition of a stone drain.1906 The
drain is described as 83 cm below the surface and is associated with the occupation’s Classical
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phase.1907 In the final publication, the wall is identified in a section plan and is discussed as
being directly to the north of the bothros, which is mentioned above in relation to Pit C; this is
the only mention of the bothros made in reference to the interpretation of the stratigraphy in the
publication, confirming the classification of the two areas, despite the problematic
documentation.1908
The finds documented in respect to Pit D include materials similar to those identified
elsewhere on the terrace. The washing of the ceramics from Pit D revealed that the sherds from
Level 61 down were Protocorinthian; this was classified as the lower layer, indicating that the
drain cut through these earlier levels.1909 Additional documentation of Pit D outlines that there
was Attic in the Protocorinthian level, and that the area was definitely unstratified.1910 However,
taken in the context of the discussion of the other layers from this section of the notebook and the
evidence for the later construction, it is probable this contamination refers to the portion of the
layers disturbed by the construction activities, while portions of the pit contained Protocorinthian
layers separated from the upper mixed layers by the burnt layer, as was identified in respect to
Pit B.1911 This is supported by the fact that the finds and levels from the area are similar to those
identified in the other pits excavated within the temenos. A small bronze horse was found just
above the burnt level; at the burnt level, finds included an ivory seals and fibula, as well as a
Daedalic terracotta, Geometric, and Protocorinthian materials.1912 A bronze disc was also found
below this level, in the Protocorinthian level.1913 This indicates the focus in the documentation
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of the finds was on the lower layers, which contained votives and levels similar to those outlined
in the pits to the south.
Pit E was also one of the pits initially used to investigate this area, i.e., the Middle Section. It
is located to the west of the Polygonal Retaining Wall, and its discussion outlines evidence for
the same levels identified in the other pits excavated in this sector (Fig. 159).1914 In the upper
layers of Pit E, at a depth of 52, a late 6th century B.C. terracotta head was identified; at the same
depth was the outer handle of a striped, 6th century B.C. Protocorinthian lid.1915 Additional
reference to washed ceramics from Pit E identifies a concentration of 5th century B.C. to
Hellenistic materials from the upper levels of the area.1916 According to Payne, the fill from this
level down to the burnt level is clearly unstratified; this can be compared to the mixed level
outlined above for Pit D, as well as mixed level shown in the section drawing for Pit B (Fig.
163).1917
In Pit E, the burnt level is identified at a depth of 60–65; a good ivory seal was found at the
depth of the burnt level.1918 A Daedalic ivory head was found at a depth of 65, and the layer
below with Protocorinthian sherds extends to a depth of 70.1919 Other notes document the
findings of George and Vasili Papaionannou, which include a phiale found at a depth of 65;
while the presence of the phiale suggests this refers to the bronze pit, Vasili Papaionannou is
associated with Pit E during this stage of the excavations (Fig. 159).1920 Four phialai are noted as
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coming from within the area of the temenos, and although tentative, the find cannot be directly
associated with any other trench.1921 Aside from the potentially associated phialai, no major
differences in the finds or levels were noted in respect to this area.
The evidence outlined from Pits A–E supports the general description of the levels provided
for the Limenia Deposit in the publication, but also provides evidence for other distinctions.
Payne’s manuscript gives additional insight into the layers identified between the eastern ashlar
wall and polygonal wall on the upper terrace, including the association of the mixed Archaic and
Protocorinthian layer, and the pure Protocorinthian layer with the votive deposit.1922 In reference
to the Hellenistic disturbances on the terrace’s western side in the publication, he noted that the
north end of the ashlar wall had been rebuilt and that the area to the south and west had been
disturbed by the construction of the Hellenistic houses.1923 The fill for the area included the
materials from the votive deposit, and the deposit was described as containing indiscriminately
mixed materials from the Geometric down through the 5th century B.C.1924 Payne notes that in
the first year of excavations, some 60 baskets of pottery were collected from the area, and many
more as part of the subsequent excavations, indicating why the area was not documented as part
of the pits excavated in the next season.1925 The remains from this area were clearly published as
part of the votive deposit, as was the undisturbed archaic and 5th century B.C. deposit identified
below the foundations to the southwest near the houses.1926 Much like the remains to the south,
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it seems Payne identified the difference in deposition, but treated the remains as part of the larger
assemblage that he believed was once associated with the temple of Hera Limenia.
Additional documentation of the finds from this area is difficult to isolate in the field
notebooks due to the changes in the area’s classification . For instance, the interior of the
Heraeum is documented on a page of notes with no related drawing.1927 The discussion of the
finds from this area focuses on the pottery associated with the base of the late walls, identifying
it all as 5th century B.C.1928 Bronze objects identified at the level are described as late 6th to early
5th centuries B.C., including a gorgon.1929 In the notebook, this documentation falls between the
discussion of the excavations of the Bronze Pit and the Middle Sector (Figs. 156, 161);
considering the dating of the materials and relation to the references to the eastern ashlar wall
and bastion as 5th century B.C., it is clear the notes refer to the excavation of the area within
these walls, namely, to the south of the eastern ashlar wall.
In PER 5, the documentation refers more generally to areas of the Limenia Deposit based on
the architecture and does not associate the documentation with the pits used to excavate the
area.1930 As a result, the discussion presents more of a synthesis of the evidence in respect to the
exposed architecture and respective areas on the terrace.1931 The area to the west of the
polygonal wall is documented as including several walls and concentrations of votives associated
with the deposit within the temenos.1932 Wall A1/A2 is identified as similar in construction to
the Hearth Building; the wall is described as being cut through by the polygonal wall and Roman
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wall, and as being interrupted by Wall B1 (Figs. 160–162, 165–166).1933 However, in the
excavation of Wall B1, Payne documented that burnt layer extended under this wall, but abutted
both sections of Walls A1 and A2, indicating that the layer was spread up to these walls, and was
further spread or disturbed in the time between the abandonment and construction of the later
wall (Fig. 166).1934 The materials in the levels associated with the walls are described as
predominantly Protocorinthian and the walls are dated as being possibly Early
Protocorinthian.1935 Payne draws a small section outlining the stratigraphy near the last stone of
the western end of Wall A1 (Fig. 167).1936 He outlines three layers within a 10 cm span; the
upper layer is described as spanning 4 cm and being burnt with few sherds; the layer above, not
depicted, is noted as thin with some burnt and Protocorinthian, while the layer below is described
as brown clay with some burnt and more sherds, and the lowest layer is described as different
with evidence of burning on the sherds.1937 Thus, Payne indicates that the levels established for
Pit B extended across this section of the terrace in association with Wall A1, and possibly
further.
The excavation of the temenos’s northwestern sector was discussed separately, but in less
detail.1938 The documentation notes the treatment of the materials from the area. The sherds,
minus those from the lowest level, were all placed in a box, also referred to as “Zimbeli I”,
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which contained materials up to a depth of 60 cm, or the top of the second course of the wall;
finds includes a late 6th century B.C. terracotta figurine and a similar head, black pottery (old and
new shapes of cup), buff coarse ware, and Attic materials.1939 This area is referred to as the first
strosis and likely refers to Pit B.1940 Overall, the synthesis reflects an expansion of the pits to
excavate the larger area of the temenos, but in north-south sections.
While the pits outlined here provide insights into the votives to the west of the polygonal
wall, other pits—including Pits G, H and K—were used to excavate the temenos’s southeastern
portion in the area around the Hearth Building (Fig. 164). The pits were discussed in relation to
the architecture, including the Hearth Building and polygonal wall (Figs. 156, 168). Although
the features were often being excavated at that same time and the documentation is not
contiguous, I discuss the pits consecutively based on their alphabetic ordering.
Pit G is located to the east of the polygonal wall, in the temenos’s eastern portion, near to the
northern and eastern walls of the Hearth Building (Figs. 156, 164, 169).1941 In various notes,
Payne refers to Mousakis’ Pit, or the area excavated by Mousakis and Gerou, which can be
identified as Pit G.1942 Finds attributed to Pit G, below the burnt strosis, include ivory seals,
ivory and amber fibula, and (8) scarabs.1943 These finds are described as being at a depth of 50,
at the top of the wall, and were in context with Protocorinthian wares.1944 In addition to the
scarabs noted as coming from here, were several complete alabastra.1945 A very early terracotta
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(like the one from 1931) and other early terracotta figurines were also documented.1946 At a
depth of 48, a large ivory seal was identified, as well as the lower half of a terracotta with a skirt
and rosette; a lot of bones were noted at this level, too, which is just at the level of the top of the
wall.1947 At the bottom level, a bronze horse was found.1948 Comparison of the finds and layers
to those included for two section drawings of the area show that the stratigraphy from Pit G was
used as the primary source of evidence for the area in the publications (Figs. 170–171).1949
The notes mention another area as being excavated by Verdes and S. Gerou; the
documentation places emphasis on the higher concentration of imports and “Egyptianizing”
material.1950 Finds included a ring with rock crystal and 5th century B.C. Corinthian and Attic
pottery; bones are noted as starting to appear at this same level.1951 A complete Protocorinthian
vessel was identified at 45 inches, along with a black conical oinochoe, and sherds which look
Corinthian.1952 In the Protocorinthian layer below, finds included a very large ivory seal, faience
vase fragments, scarabs, and an ivory disc.1953 In this same area, the next day of digging
revealed 20 scarabs before lunch—all identified as being from a very thick Protocorinthian
level.1954 Three ivory seals are also noted from the same day of digging.1955 Several vases
isolated at a depth of 52 are identified as part of a Protocorinthian strosis; a second conical
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oinochoe was identified at the same level.1956 Other finds included a stone seal and bronze
vessel.1957 The concentration of objects is established as ending at a depth of 55; below this was
a burnt strosis containing a few bones and Protocorinthian pottery.1958 The association of the
area with Gerou, who was identified as excavating Pit G with Mousakis, combined with the array
of finds indicates that the pit was in proximity to the Hearth Building, and was possibly a
continuation of Pit G.1959 In the subsequent documentation, the area becomes referred to as the
Egyptian Pit and Protocorinthian level, further complicating the association of the area with Pit
G and the other finds from around the temple.1960 Both pits are the area to the east of the Hearth
Building and are associated with the burnt layer around Wall G (Fig. 164).
In other notes, Nikola and Vasili are identified as excavating a second pit that was to the
“east of this” (pit), with Pit E being described as to the west; the location of the pit to the east of
the earlier pits indicates that “this” is referring to the middle section along the polygonal wall,
that is, to the east of Pits B and B.1 excavated by Thodes and Yannopoulos (Figs. 158–160).1961
The excavation on both sides of the polygonal wall at the same time is supported by a
photograph of on-going excavations in the area (Fig. 162). A top plan of the area around the
Hearth Building shows Pit H, associating it with Nikola and Vasili (Fig. 172). This
documentation, combined with the references to the area as excavated behind the polygonal wall,
indicates the notes are referencing to the Pit H’s excavation.1962 Finds documented from the area
at a depth of 45 include several terracotta heads, a Corinthian cup with a swan, and other whole
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pots.1963 At a depth of 48, the finds are very similar including half an ivory and amber fibula, an
aryballos, a terracotta figurine missing the face, plentiful bones, and a very bad bronze phiale.1964
On the next page, Payne notes that a second pit was dug directly to the east; although
impossible to prove, it is worth noting this may be the missing Pit I.1965 However, the lack of
additional documentation of the relation of Pit G and Pit H makes it necessary to view these
materials as generally coming from the outside of the Hearth Building’s northwest corner.1966
Protocorinthian wares were identified at a depth of 35, and a pin and kalathoi sherds at a depth of
36.1967 A Carnelian bead was found at a lower level, just above the burnt strosis, and Thodes
notes a scarab from 12 inches above the layer that shows signs of burning and was broken in
half.1968 In the burnt strosis itself, an “extraordinary bronze animal” was found by a pin with a
ring in the belly.1969 Giannopoulos is also noted as helping in the area and identifies an ivory
relief of half of a sphinx at this bottom level; here it is unclear if he is referring to the bottom of
the upper level—above the burnt—or the lowest layer—below the burnt.1970 These notes
indicate that things identified as being of significance were documented during the excavations
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and then the information was relayed to Payne; in addition, although trenches and notes are
attributed to specific individuals, this documentation indicates that work and workers were often
concentrated in one area, with certain individuals supervising several pits in distinct areas.1971
As a result, interpretations of the use of names in association with finds must also take into
consideration the discussion of these names in relation to excavation areas.
When taken in conjunction with a top plan of the area, the documentation of the excavations
outside the Hearth Building provides further insights into the location and excavation of Pit H
and the surrounding area (Fig. 172).1972 The plan shows the polygonal wall, which cut through
the earlier wall, and associates the excavations in Pit H with Nikola and Vasili.1973 Pit H is
described as containing a 5th century B.C. terracotta kouros at a depth of 40; the level is
associated with the beginning of a new layer.1974 Other finds from the area were documented as
part of “Zimbeli NI”, with the pottery found being all dull black or unpainted.1975 The plan also
shows Wall G, which is part of the structure described as being excavated behind the polygonal
wall.1976 A note outlines the location on top of Wall G as the find spot of the lower half of a 5th
century B.C. terracotta.1977 At the level of the wall and below the pottery is described as mostly
Corinthian.1978 The sherds at the bottom of the polygonal wall are identified as
Protocorinthian.1979 The excavations are also documented on the other side of the polygonal
wall; to the northwest of the polygonal wall, the area is identified as being excavated as part of
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two sections, with the finds being labeled as “Zimbeli PI” and “Zimbeli PII” (Fig. 172).1980 PI is
associated with the burnt stratum, and PII is identified as including a bronze horse found at the
bottom level; the area ends in a mass of tiles, which is at the wall’s north end.1981 This
documentation outlines the same evidence used in the publication to establish that the area below
the polygonal wall consisted of tiles and some votives that were presumably used as a leveling
fill prior to new building in the area.1982 Thus, the finds documented on this plan can be
associated with the area extending from Pit H to the area west of the polygonal wall.
Wall G deserves further attention as it was initially the first part of the structure identified,
and was a major marker used in the discussion of the area around the Hearth Building (Figs. 164,
169, 172–173a–b).1983 Around the northeastern corner of the Hearth Building, the black burnt
strosis is shown with hashing and is described as being exactly at the level of the middle of the
foundations; this sector can be associated with Pit G.1984 The burnt strosis did not continue
inside the wall, and finds documented included a few Corinthian and Protocorinthian sherds.1985
One pit is discussed as being excavated to the south of Wall G and was referred to as part of the
Egyptian Area; the pit, which was used to excavate the interior of the Hearth Building, was not
labeled or identified using a letter as was typical for the area.1986 At a depth of 33, finds included
as red figure palmette sherd, other black Attic sherds, coarse sherds in red clay, a krater, a female
terracotta figurine fragment, and a 5th century B.C. terracotta kouros.1987 This indicates that the
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finds within the structure were higher up, above the foundations, and were mixed. In the
structure’s excavations, a rectangular pit was identified at the center of the building (Figs. 164,
174); the feature was identified by Payne as a sacrificial pit or a hearth.1988 Investigations
revealed votive inscriptions on three of the stones from the hearth.1989 The stones were identified
as being reused based in part on the placement of the stones, with one of the inscriptions placed
upside down.1990 The hearth contained a layer of ash that was contained within the feature;
sherds beneath the feature were interpreted as suggesting a terminus ante quem of the
Protocorinthian period.1991 The lack of finds associated with either the associated occupation
surface or the ash with the hearth was interpreted as evidence for the regular clearing of the
area.1992
At the same time as the interior is being excavated, the discussion outlines various pits used
to excavate the Protocorinthian levels outside the structure.1993 Finds from these pits included
80 scarabs, complete and fragmentary ivory fibulae, two seals, ivory discs, a terracotta figurine
with upraised arms, and other terracotta figurine fragments.1994 Other notes discuss the
“easternmost end” of the Egyptian Area, where the burnt strosis is identified as starting at a
depth of 35.1995 An ivory sphinx is identified in the burnt strosis, but bits are identified as
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scattered above the bottom six inches of the layer.1996 Also in this layer was an ivory and amber
pomegranate and an ivory spindle.1997 At the bottom of the level was an ivory relief depicting a
bull with a lion below.1998 The bottom of the burnt level at this easternmost end is identified at a
depth of 56; the level is identified as containing the “usual black earth, charcoal, and quantities
of bones”.1999 The scarabs are discussed as being predominantly concentrated at this level; other
finds include an ivory seal (in many pieces), an amber seal, many bronze pins, fibulae, a small
conical oinochoe, and a Geometric bronze horse.2000 This outline coincides with the findings
outlined for Pits G and H, indicating that the layers, despite sloping upward slightly, were
contiguous with those excavated in the neighboring areas.
Payne identified similar levels in association with the stratigraphy’s documentation for the
Hearth Building, noting that the depth of the Protocorinthian level in the area ranged from 18
inches to 2 feet.2001 As mentioned previously, Payne had documented that the Protocorinthian
layer was much deeper to the east of the Hearth Building; several sketches from the manuscript
reconstruct the stratigraphy, and these drawings reflect the difference in the depth of the
Protocorinthian layer moving from the east to west (Figs. 175–176). It is important to note that
this depiction differs from the one in the section drawing for the publication (Figs. 150, 157,
175–177). Although the legends are not always clear in the manuscript, the drawings show a
Hellenistic layer below the modern surface level; this level is later referred to as the PostClassical layer, extending across the entire area. To the east, the layer below this is described as
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a mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian deposit that extends over the Hearth Building, and thus
must have formed or been spread after the building was abandoned. This mixed layer is
distinguished from the mixed remains in the foundation trench of the polygonal wall. To the
west of the polygonal wall, a 6th to 5th century B.C. layer is identified, which is isolated between
the mixed Protocorinthian/Corinthian and Hellenistic layer (Fig. 175). These sketches relate
more closely to the discussion of the layers outlined in the field notebooks, indicating that while
the stratigraphy was still being considered in the manuscript, it was treated more generally for
the publication.
Additional documentation is available in PER 1 and 5 for several aspects of the area around
the Hearth Building.2002 For instance, at its northwest corner cobbles were laid on thin cement
(Figs. 164, 175); there were Protocorinthian sherds between the cobbles and cement.2003 In a
section drawing documenting the layers near the northwest corner of the Hearth Building, a layer
of white clay is also noted, which is thin and similar to other white clay layers identified at
Perachora (Fig. 178).2004 This occupation layer is not extensively discussed in relation to the
burnt layers or Protocorinthian layers, making it difficult to date or associate with renovations.
However, Payne does document that the Protocorinthian level is present up to a depth 30 cm
nearby and to the depth of 25 cm at the northwest corner, indicating that the layer was
present.2005 The foundations and Protocorinthian layer are also discussed in respect to the
polygonal wall.2006 Near the polygonal wall the layer is described as extending to a depth of 40
cm below the pavement, or a depth of 70 cm below the surface, suggested that the level existed
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below the paving.2007 The cobbles associated with the temple are identified as roughly 40 cm
away from the polygonal wall, or, according to Payne, “roughly the distance of a trench”.2008
The documentation is thus referring to the finds from the northwest corner of the Hearth
Building, that is, the area excavated as part of Pit H. Another layer was identified as continuing
all the way along the polygonal wall and contained late 5th century B.C. wares; this is the portion
of Pit H used to excavate the foundation trench for the polygonal wall.2009 Additional notes from
the same day outline the excavation of other layers in respect to the Hearth Building. For
instance, there was a door in the west wall of the structure; Payne notes the presence of the
Protocorinthian materials below the door, with find including a glass bead, Protocorinthian
pottery, and a very fragmentary Corinthian kalathos.2010 While the notes make it difficult to
associate the excavations with specific pits, they greatly inform our understanding of the levels
in the area; on the other hand, the documentation for Pits J and K is limited.
The locations of Pits J and K are included on one of the top plans; the title given in the
notebook refers to the entire area around the Hearth Building as the “Sacrificial Pit in Eg[yptian]
Area” (Fig. 164).2011 In Pit J, there were no sherds until a depth of 30; the top of the wall was
identified at a depth of about 46.2012 Pit K is identified as being dug at two different levels
simultaneously, i.e., as a step trench with a lower and higher level.2013 Finds included Etruscan
bucchero and sherds not later than the early 6th century B.C.2014 Another pit was excavated due
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east of Pit K; the last strosis, or the Protocorinthian level, was identified at a depth of 33–53.2015
A portion of the area contained a mix of Corinthian and Protocorinthian materials.2016 As the pit
was expanded, it was excavated in two layers, from a depth of 31–41, and 41 to the end.2017
During this time, Payne was absent from the site and he retroactively notes the excavations.2018
He notes that about 6 inches above the bottom or a little further, an ivory and bone goddess was
found around the temple; 6 or 7 seals were found at the low level here.2019 A terracotta head was
found in the Protocorinthian level near the end of the section.2020 Although the location of the pit
is not stated, it is almost certainly in proximity to the eastern temenos wall where the
Protocorinthian layer starts to slope up.
Overall, the documentation of the Limenia Deposit and my reconstruction of the evidence
shows how the stratigraphy is much more complex than is represented in the publications. The
manner of excavation also shows that the grouping of the pits was heavily impacted by the
architecture on the terrace. For the upper terrace, finds were discussed in respect to three major
areas: 1) the area to the east of the polygonal wall, 2) the area between the polygonal wall and
eastern ashlar wall, and 3) the slope between the upper and middle terrace. The synthesis of the
stratigraphy abandoned the references to the pits used to excavate in each area; instead, the
presentation of the evidence was linked to the architecture. Although the Limenia Deposit is
referred to in respect to all three areas, distinct deposits were identified on the space’s eastern
and western sides, namely, the Sacred Pool and Egyptian Pit .2021 In order to reconstruct the
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depositional episodes for the terrace, it is first necessary to consider these both as distinct
deposits.
9.3. Reconstructing the Sacred Pool
The Sacred Pool is roughly located in the open space to the west of the temenos, where the
upper terrace starts to slope down to the west (Figs. 8–9, 146, 149, 154, 156, 179).2022 The
topography is described by Payne as dropping off sharply at the bottom of the slope and forming
a hollow at the base of the steps leading to the upper terrace.2023 The classification of the area as
a hollow, pool, and pond is linked to interpretations of the feature as a depression in the
landscape that filled with rain-water each season.2024 The hollow is discussed as being cleared or
modified for use as a Sacred Pool that remained in use from the 8th to 5th century B.C., at which
point it was replaced by a cistern.2025 Payne draws links between the pool’s use and the
development of the first phase of the so-called temple on the upper terrace.2026 The Sacred Pool
was also singled out due to an interest in the 200 bronze phialai mesomphaloi found concentrated
in the area that was identified as part of the pool.2027 Interpretations of the objects have focused
on establishing the use of the objects in cult practices, as well as the deposition of the remains
within the pool.2028
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Since the Sacred Pool is not documented on any of the drawings in the excavation volumes,
the discussion of its extent and the relationship of the finds remains vague in the publication;
these elements have been critiqued and reconsidered in the subsequent scholarship.2029 In
particular, the publication of the finds from the Sacred Pool as part of the Limenia Deposit,
which conflates the assemblages from the two areas, complicated perceptions of the stratigraphy
of both features. In my analysis below, I outline the differing descriptions of the extent,
contents, and stratigraphy presented for the deposit within the publications and archival record so
that the feature can be reconsidered as part of the broader discussion of the depositional episodes
represented within the Limenia Deposit.
9.3.1. The Publications
Payne’s reconstruction of the accumulation in the area to the west of the temenos provides a
starting point for understanding the stratigraphy’s interpretation in the area of the Sacred Pool.
Based on the nature of rapid infill or accumulation at the site, Payne argues that the pool started
out as a natural hollow that was cleared and enlarged in the 8th century B.C.2030 Payne
distinguishes the stratigraphy within the pool from the surrounding areas, arguing that the fine
strata of pebbles and muddier earth did not appear elsewhere at the site; the muddier soil, which
had formed below the waterline, was described as unlike the packed hard earth of the temenos
and terrace’s upper layers. 2031 The well-defined pebble lenses that accumulated in the hollow
were attributed to wash and settling, indicating years of alluvial wash associated with successive
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rains.2032 Thus, the mud and pebble layers are discussed as distinct strata forming within the
pool over time.
The isolation of the deposit is not only associated with the identification of different
stratigraphy, but also with the architecture in the area. The partially preserved steps leading to
the upper terrace served as the main marker in the discussion of the Sacred Pool’s location; the
feature was associated with the construction of the bastion and ashlar wall in the 5th century B.C.
(Figs. 145–146, 153–154).2033 The relationship between the fill below the stairway and the
surrounding layers is not clearly outlined, but Payne does establish that there was a cobble layer
below the stairs.2034 The layer is described as a filling of undressed stones that extended from
below the stairs to the west; although the cobbles served as foundations for the stairs, Payne
proposes that the continuation to the west may have formed a path across the open area, much
like the cobble layer outside the Hearth Building.2035 The strata below the steps did not contain
any materials dating later than the 6th century B.C., but the majority of ceramics from the area
were Protocorinthian.2036 Payne also noted that the layers in the area consisted of votives washed
down from the deposit above.2037
The bronzes are not discussed in respect to the slope, but are referred to as part of the Sacred
Pool, indicating a distinction between the two areas.2038 However, the Sacred Pool’s area is also
discussed as containing a votive assemblage that is the same as the rest of the Limenia
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Deposit.2039 The vague attribution of the finds within the area does not clearly distinguish the
assemblage found within the deposit, nor does the discussion outline the distribution of the finds
or the relationship of these materials with the layers to the east on the slope. In the publications,
the general assemblage associated with the area, which was described as representative of the
standard array of votives found at Perachora, is conflated with the votives from the Limenia
Deposit, while the bronze vessels are discussed in isolation, often in respect to specific research
interests.2040 Unfortunately, the publication rarely attributes individual finds to the Sacred Pool.
Investigating this conflicting attribution of the votives is crucial to reconstructing the deposit, as
the presence of distinct layers can be used to reevaluate whether the disparate discussion of the
assemblage by Payne was influenced by differences in the area’s stratigraphy.
The Sacred Pool’s description in the preliminary reports differs from the synthesis of the
evidence in the publications, but both discussions focus on characterizing the pool based on its
contents.2041 Starting with the outline of the feature from the preliminary reports highlights how
the evidence’s presentation was impacted by the larger narrative developing for the site,
providing insight into the feature’s excavation and documentation. In the 1930 season, a test
trench was dug in the area later associated with the Sacred Pool; the excavations were carried out
20 yards down the slope from the upper terrace.2042 While it is unclear from where this distance
was measured, the documentation of the excavations in this area provide insight into the finds
established as being of note. A concentration of bronzes was uncovered, including several
bronze bowls, or phialai.2043 However, Payne notes that the enlargement of the trial trench
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revealed a “collection of votive objects of various materials” that presented an assemblage
similar to that found elsewhere at the site.2044 Unfortunately, the relation of the two groupings of
objects is not addressed extensively in the preliminary report, beyond Payne noting that the area
contained a large number of bronze vessels, a bronze lion, and an ivory head that were found
“along with” a concentration of vase-fragments, terracotta figurines, and scarabs.2045 It is unclear
whether the bronzes were found amongst the other votives (intermixed), concentrated together as
a within the layer (clustered), or represented as distinct layer (deposit).
The phialai were immediately linked to ritual behavior due to the fact that “these phialai are
examples of a distinctive type which was regularly used for ritual purposes (pouring libations at
sacrifices, and on other solemn occasions, and so forth); they were therefore especially
appropriate as dedications in a temple”.2046 The value and significance attributed to the vessels,
which informed Payne’s treatment of the materials, was linked to their association with the
sacred space and the perception of their function as sacred in nature. Using the evidence from
the primary publications, I reconsider whether Payne’s discussion of the bronzes as a cache
reflects the shared context of the materials or his treatment of them as a single class after
excavation.
The broad chronological range of the materials found in the area caused Payne to argue that
the finds were not chronologically stratified; he emphasized that the finds accumulated
haphazardly as the result of wash and that there was no chronological order within the pool due
to the lack of uniformity resulting from materials being tossed into the pool.2047 The
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classification of the area as unstratified was introduced by Dunbabin in his discussion of the
area.2048 However, the disparate discussion of the assemblage and the style of publication for the
Limenia Deposit make it difficult to determine whether the whole area, the Sacred Pool, or just
the layers formed below the 5th century B.C. architecture were being referenced by Payne as
unstratified; these distinctions are not mentioned in his broader discussion of the deposit.2049 The
presence of votives similar to those in the Limenia Deposit is attributed to the wash of the
materials from the upper slope to the east; Payne’s discussion of the high concentration of bronze
vessels from the deposit placed emphasis on the deliberate disposal of these finds within the
boundaries of the pool.2050 My consideration of the archival record below highlights how Payne
is discussing two layers—and thus two distinct assemblages. However, prior to addressing this
potential subdivision in respect to the archival materials, it is necessary to address the discussion
of the evidence in relation to the meaning ascribed to the phialai and address the impact of this
on our understanding of the feature.
Interpretations of the function of the phialai have impacted the discussion of their presence in
the Sacred Pool; the fact that metal vessels were not found in any concentration elsewhere at
Perachora was linked to their interpretation as evidence for ritual and cult activities at the site.2051
For instance, initial interpretations focus on the finds as votives linked to cult activity associated
with libations.2052 Payne’s proposal that the bronze phialai were deliberately thrown into the
Sacred Pool and were not dedicated within the temenos impacted the significance attributed to
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the vessels, promoting the perception of the objects as being linked to ritual purification and
libation prior to entry into the sanctuary on the upper terrace.2053 In a later article, Dunbabin
further expands on the vessels’ possible association with oracular practices involving the Sacred
Pool.2054 Tomlinson shifts away from the perception of the objects as dedications, interpreting
them instead as feasting equipment associated with dining on the upper terrace.2055 Arguments
about the association of the assemblage with the lower terrace were put forward by Sinn and
Menadier; they argue that all of the votives were brought up after being dedicated elsewhere and
that the phialai cannot be separated from the larger assemblage of votives found in the area.2056
Baumbach shifts back to the interpretation of the vessels as votives being used for libations,
while concurring with the argument that the assemblage did not originate from the upper terrace;
the clustering of the phialai is attributed to the storage of the materials together, possibly in a
treasury near the 6th century temple on the lower terrace, prior to deposition.2057 All the
interpretations associated with the vessels’ classification as votives versus feasting equipment
reflect the import of understanding the association of the materials in the area.2058
Due to Payne’s belief that the throwing of the vessels prevented coherent deposition of the
objects within the pool, he argued that the area’s stratification could not be used to draw any
conclusions about the chronology of the assemblage; as a result, specific find context was not
documented, and the focus was on the assemblage of phialai as a whole.2059 However, Dunbabin
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notes that other bronzes, terracottas, and vase fragments were found in the pool.2060 He refers
back to the overview of the finds from the deposit outlined in the section on the Temple of Hera
Limenia.2061 The overview of the bronzes outlined at the beginning of the section is more
general, and the convoluted list of the bronzes makes it difficult to distinguish between the finds
from the Limenia Deposit, those from the Sacred Pool, and those attributed to wash.2062 In this
overview on the bronzes from the Limenia valley, Payne outlines that “Most of the vases were
found in the lake. This area yielded…”.2063 However, the “area” being referred to is general and
cannot be equated directly to the Sacred Pool. For instance, in the discussion referenced by
Dunbabin, Payne notes that the bronzes were the main assemblage associated with the pool, but
proposes that it is “probable that the sacred pool received other dedications”.2064
Payne goes on to identify a selection of votives as objects that may have been deliberately
deposited within the pool, rather than being introduced as a product of wash; these remains
include a Rhodian terracotta (pl. 114.283), a squatting man, a pomegranate vase with a lion head
(pl. 104), an ivory head, and the bronze oinochoe and kotylai.2065 Other metal objects more
generally attributed to the area include a bronze cup and jug (pl. 58), a situla handle with the
mask of a silen (pl. 44.8–9), other metal vessels (pl. 58.3–4; pl. 59), and an assortment of bronze
pins and fibulae.2066 Several bronze reliefs are also discussed as coming from the context of the

2060

Payne 1940, p. 153.
Payne 1940, pp. 121, 124, 153.
2062
Payne 1940, pp. 123–124.
2063
Payne 1940, p. 124.
2064
Payne 1940, p. 124.
2065
Payne 1940, p. 121.
2066
Payne 1940, p. 124. For the discussion of the situlas, see Payne 1940, p. 139. Other examples
without the mask were found within the temenos. See, for instance, Payne 1940, pls. 66.1, 2, 4,
14–15.
2061

507

Sacred Pool.2067 These are significant for understanding possible differences in the stratigraphy
as none were found above a depth of a meter, and below that, the types were discussed as being
represented in higher concentrations.2068 These reliefs are clearly concentrated in the lower
layers in the area of the Sacred Pool, suggesting their inclusion in the feature. However, the
discussion of these finds in conjunction with the general stratigraphy of the area as part of the
overview on bronzes has raised concerns about the attribution of these finds to the feature.2069
Bronzes were found in other contexts; in particular, several are outlined as coming from the
area in proximity to the Sacred Pool.2070 A lion is identified as being found “on the south side of
the lake at a moderate depth;” the bronze is identified as being found near to an ivory Pegasus
protome.2071 The objects are all discussed as coming from the same context; for Payne, the
difference in date is not significant, as he argues the bronze would have sunk into the pool. 2072
His discussion of the objects outlines the finds as coming from the side of the lake, in an area
with mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian ceramics.2073 This mixture of remains is specifically
described as being washed down from the deposit above.2074 The unstratified nature of the
context caused Payne to shift his focus to the stylistic dating of the objects.2075 Similarly, a
bronze dove was found near the stone drain at a depth of 20 cm, within the mixed level around
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the feature.2076 The find is described as being above the level of the bottom of the drain, and the
drain is described as running over the Sacred Pool, indicating, for Payne, that the dove must
either be disturbed from the pool by the later activity or associated with the wash accumulating
above the pool.2077 The dove is one of the more extensively discussed bronze examples from the
site as it is tentatively associated with the cult statue, or at the very least is interpreted as being
held in the hand of a Hera statue.2078 The attribution of the dove to the Sacred Pool is generally
unlikely; in the discussion in the Illustrated London News in 1933, the object is identified as
coming from a context disturbed during the Hellenistic period.2079 Thus, the presence of bronzes
in the area outside, but in proximity to the pool is indicative of some form of disturbance or
difference in deposition.
Another selection of bronze objects is established as coming from the area to the west of the
temenos and is not directly associated with the Sacred Pool. Fewer bronze objects were found in
the 6th to 5th century B.C. layer, but this small cluster of finds included several bronzes
concentrated at a depth of 1 m—a Herakles, lions (pl. 43.8–9), a Nike (pl. 42.3–4), and a griffon
protome (pl. 38).2080 These Late Archaic pieces, particularly the protome, are discussed as being
broken off from vessels.2081 The Herakles is described as being 2 m to the east of the ashlar wall
as a depth of 95 cm.2082 A gorgon was found in proximity to the Hellenistic house foundations,
just to the west of the ashlar wall on the upper terrace’s southern side;2083 it was found with Late
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Archaic sherds, but the context also included earlier sherds.2084 The winged figure, also referred
to as a Nike, was found along this same edge of the temenos in association with a bronze lion,
both dated to the Archaic period.2085 A sphinx was also found in the area to the west of the
temenos, near the surface, in an archaic or mixed context.2086 The isolation of these finds on the
upper terrace around the Hellenistic Houses differs from the discussion of those from the lower
layers. For instance, the Geometric bronzes from the upper terrace are not ascribed specific
findspots, but Payne notes in respect to the bronze horses that “several of them were found in the
lowest level of the votive deposit, or just above this, with Protocorinthian pottery”.2087 One of
the horses is attributed to the portion of the deposit to Hearth Building’s northeast, while another
was isolated along the northern edge of the temenos; the general association with the bottom of
the level is used to attribute the finds to the second half of the 8th century B.C.2088 In the case of
the cluster of bronzes in the upper layer, the discussion of these other metal finds and findspots
suggests that Payne did identify, rather than conflate the cluster of bronzes within the Limenia
Deposit; however, he did not clearly map the association of the objects and find context.
Further evidence for a difference in the finds from the upper and lower sections in the area of
the Sacred Pool comes from the discussion of the votives from the upper layers; the assemblage
is discussed as the same as that attributed to the Limenia Deposit to the east, and the layer is
described as wash from above, rather than an extension of the deposit. In the area of the Sacred
Pool, the layers are described as containing Corinthian materials around the stone drain, Archaic
and Protocorinthian materials mixed in the areas around the Corinthian layer, and a mixed layer
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of Protocorinthian and Corinthian above the Protocorinthian level (Figs. 150, 157).2089 To the
southwest and above the Sacred Pool, in the same area for which the above layers are
established, a stratum of Archaic materials was identified; some of the materials are described as
having washed down to the area of the lower terrace as part of the fill above the stoa.2090 These
references make it clear that despite the tendency to generally attribute finds and materials from
this area to the Sacred Pool, there was distinction between the upper layers that explained the
mixed nature of the finds and their broad distribution. The presence of wash containing votives
below the stairs and across the terrace may be what led Payne to distinguish the bronzes as a
different subset of evidence and treat the other votives as part of his general overview of the area.
Scholars have reconsidered how the assemblage associated with the Sacred Pool informs our
understanding to the activities occurring on the upper terrace.2091 For instance, Tomlinson
attributes the objects to the Hearth Building and links them to dining activities.2092 Both, Sinn
and Menadier draw attention to the presence of other votaries in the deposit including pottery,
bronzes (including statuettes and over 200 phialai), ivories, terracottas, and scarabs.2093 They
criticize the treatment of the remains as evidence for other practices and place emphasis on the
fact that the assemblage from the deposit, minus the phiale, did not differ from the materials
found elsewhere throughout the sanctuary, particularly those from within the temenos on the
upper terrace.2094 Menadier, challenges the association of the assemblage with the hestiatorion,
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arguing that the attribution of the phialai and pottery to ritual activities associated with dining is
unnecessary and largely unsupported.2095 She argues that the phialai should not be discussed as a
cache separate from the other votives found in the area; rather, she interprets the contents of the
pool, which contained a range of votaries, as evidence for the dumping of votives.2096
In order to understand various scholar’s attributions of the pool, it is necessary to review how
this relates to the bounds established for the feature. When trying to locate the deposit, Sinn
argues that the pool was located directly below the top of the steps, in association with Walls A3
and A4 (Fig. 154).2097 Menadier critiques this attribution arguing that Payne’s description places
the deposit at the foot of the steps, distinctly separate from these two walls.2098 She says there
was a lack of association between the Sacred Pool and Walls A3 and A4, arguing that if the
deposit had been located in articulation to these features, Payne would certainly have proposed
that the retaining walls functioned to shore up the pool’s eastern side of the pool.2099 Instead she
argues that the two retaining walls (A3 and A4) were built in proximity to the Sacred Pool, but
were not directly associated with it.2100 Tomlinson placed the pool to the north of the steps, in
the area around the stone drain and rectangular cistern (Fig. 149).2101 Using the section drawing
by de Jong (Fig. 150), Tomlinson bases his reconstruction on Payne’s argument that the stone
drain was sunk into the 5th century B.C. level of the deposit, but rested over the Protocorinthian
level of the deposit.2102 He describes the stone drain as running over top of the hollow; this
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places the drain directly above the Protocorinthian level he associates with the Sacred Pool.2103
Although Tomlinson refers to the feature in respect to the drain, the entirety of the pool was
excavated as part of the original excavation and could not be traced in his supplementary
excavations.2104 Menadier expands the area attributed to the feature, arguing that the size of the
pool established by Payne would not have fit into the area proposed by Tomlinson; she
establishes that his proposed location only accounts for roughly half of the pool.2105 The
beginning of the first section of the stone drain is the area associated with the deposit by
Tomlinson, and this is also the area identified by Menadier as the location of the Sacred Pool
(Figs. 149, 156).2106 However, she also places the pool near the bottom of the steps and further
south.2107 Her reevaluation of the location focuses on linking the placement of the pool to a
better understanding of the overall area; she argues that this places the pool in proximity to the 3
m deep Protocorinthian level that was also identified in this area.2108 Using the section drawing
of the upper terrace, Menadier also proposes that the bedrock slopes down roughly 20 m from
the foot of the stairs, arguing that the construction of the Archaic retaining walls, bastion, and
steps dealt with this drop in the terrace’s bedrock.2109 These overviews provide a good idea of
the difficulty in trying to establish the bounds of the pool based on the current state of the record.
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The Sacred Pool’s date of construction and fill has also been questioned. The date of the
pool, both in respect to use and the filling in of the feature, was initially established based on the
analysis of the relationship of the pool to other phases and activities on the terrace; however, the
feature was omitted in the labeling of the final section plan for the upper terrace (Fig. 150).2110
The discussion of dating is often linked to the classification of the area as stratified or
unstratified; various critiques of these initial interpretations have been reviewed by Menadier.2111
I provide a brief overview of several key reinterpretations here because a number of these
reconstructions redefine the stratigraphy established for the feature and the relationship of the
deposit to major occupation phases.
Menadier argues that it is unlikely that the pool existed in the late Geometric or early archaic
periods;2112 both she and Sinn date the deposit to the end of the 5th century B.C., associating the
fill with the subsequent construction of the bastion, eastern ashlar wall, the stairs, and polygonal
wall.2113 Tomlinson, on the other hand, continued to argue for the early significance of the pool,
linking it to the sanctuary’s development and expansion to the upper terrace.2114 He argues that
the feature was only allowed to fill after its abandonment at the end of the 6th century B.C.2115
This assumes regular cleaning of the feature, which refutes the initial claim for disposal of the
votives into the deposit over time.2116 Based on the location, the reidentification of the structure
on the upper terrace as a hestiatorion, and the presence of the concentration of bronze phialai,
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Tomlinson links the pool to feasting practices on the terrace.2117 By drawing these aspects of the
deposit into question, Tomlinson also questions the identification of the phialai as votives.2118
Instead of focusing on the bronze vessels as objects of the gods, he argues that the vessels were
to be used by worshipers at festivals. For him, the deposition of the vessels was not significant
for understanding the cult; rather, he establishes that they were “dumped, by whatever action,”
after the abandonment of the pool.2119
Overall, my review of the evidence from the publications shows that the Sacred Pool was
made up of various levels, but that the documentation is not sufficient to explain the differences
in the references to the assemblages and finds from the area. While the archival material for the
area was utilized in several reinterpretations, it was not approached with the view to recreating
deposition across the larger for the area. The evidence from the publications shows there is still
a need to establish what evidence is available for the upper and lower levels in the area of the
Sacred Pool, as well as if there are any other distinctions in deposition in the area—I use the
archival record to address this in the following review.
9.3.2. The Archival Materials
The Sacred Pool is referred to in the field notebooks as the bronze pit or BP.2120 Prior to
addressing the documentation, it is necessary to note that last pages of PER 5 differ from the
standard style of recording for Perachora; the notes start from the last page and are labeled

2117

Tomlinson 1992, pp. 335–336. Tomlinson argues that the pool served as a water source that
could have been utilitarian, sacred, or both.
2118
Tomlinson 1992, pp. 336–337.
2119
Tomlinson 1992, p. 341.
2120
BSA Archive PER 1, PER 5.
515

alphabetically, moving back to front, rather than numerically.2121 This reference system is
maintained here as it is used for references in the field notes and offers the easiest means to
identify them.
The notes in PER 5, which were taken during the excavations in 1933, confirm that the area
associated with the Sacred Pool was excavated over several seasons; one drawing outlines the
edge established to the west of the stairs in the 1932 season, indicating that a portion of the wall
and pool were excavated in the previous season (Fig. 180).2122 Another plan shows portions of
the BP identified as being excavated in 1930 and 1931 (Fig. 181); these areas can be tentatively
linked to the portions of the deposit discussed above in respect to the preliminary reports.2123
Prior to reconstructing the deposit’s stratigraphy, I compile the evidence informing our
understanding of its location, which requires addressing the relation of the deposit to other
features and the Limenia Deposit. The most extensive documentation of the Sacred Pool comes
from the discussion of the deposit in respect to the architecture, including the steps, boundary
wall, cistern, and drains (Figs. 180–184).2124 The boundary wall was located to the north of the
steps, and a mud layer is outlined in relation to the boulders from this wall (Figs. 146, 149, 180,
182–183).2125 The notes establish that this mud layer was used to distinguish the Bronze Pit
from the layers above.2126 Part of the documentation outlines the excavations below the

2121

BSA Archive PER 5, pp. A-F. The notes were written using the free pages in the back of the
notebook and start on the final page and work backwards. In other words, A is on the last page
and the labeling progresses alphabetically from this last page.
2122
BSA Archive PER 5, p. D.1.
2123
BSA Archive PER 5, pp. D–E.
2124
BSA Archive PER 5, pp. A–F. The notes were written using the free pages in the back of the
notebook and start on the final page and work backwards. In other words, A is on the last page
and the labeling progresses alphabetically from this last page.
2125
BSA Archive PER 5, p. D.
2126
BSA Archive PER 5, p. D.1.
516

boundary wall and stairs; the mud layer of the Bronze Pit is documented in relation to Boulders α
and β, which were part of the boundary wall, as well as the foundations below Step D (Figs. 180,
182–183).2127 One drawing, which includes Steps B and C, indicates that the Sacred Pool
extended below these two steps, but did not continue below Step D (Fig. 182).2128 This
documentation supports Payne’s assertion in the publications that the deposit was at the base of
the steps, and Menadier’s return to attributing the feature’s eastern extent to this spot.2129
Additional architecture identified to the west of the steps was discussed in respect to the
Bronze Pit, including a wall referred to as the “inner circle” (Fig. 181).2130 The stone drain,
depicted to the north on the same plan, is the most identifiable feature that helps locate the inner
wall; the comparison indicates that the inner circle is included on the published plan immediately
to the west of the steps (Figs. 146, 181).2131 In reference to the inner circle, Payne states “this is
[the] outer limit of B[ronze] P[it],” outlining that the deposit was excavated to a depth of 1.6 m
in this area.2132 To the south of the steps, in the area of the inner circle, the ground is discussed
as sloping down slightly; when establishing this slope, Payne notes that the excavations dug
away the top earth to reveal the mud layer below.2133 The section drawings show the relation of
the steps to the inner circle, as well as map the slope of the mud layer below these features (Fig.
184). The relation of the features indicates that the pool extended to the south to the inner
circle’s edge, to the east to Step D, and below the boulders of the boundary wall. Using these
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parameters as starting points, it is possible to consider whether there is any additional evidence
for the extent of the Sacred Pool.
To the west of the preserved steps and below the boundary wall, sherds and other materials
were isolated as part of a single layer down to a depth of 60–70 cm; the excavations proceeded
from the area below the steps until the layer of mud associated with the Sacred Pool, referred to
in the notes as the Sacred Lake, prompted the identification of a different stratum (Figs. 180,
182).2134 The steps are documented as resting on foundation stones and earth indicating that the
levels above the mud layer were excavated as part of the same layer (Figs. 182, 185a–c).2135 The
foundations below the steps are documented on several plans; the outline of Step B addresses
how a portion of the stair was covered, and the stone was set into a few centimeters of dirt on top
of foundation stones and a Protocorinthian layer (Figs. 185–186). Several sections were
removed in order to investigate the levels below the steps and the boundary wall.2136 Payne
notes that “the earth below this line of boulders is easily sep[arated] from the mud of the lake,
and was doubtless thrown on [the] surface of the lake for the purpose of laying the boulders”.2137
This interpretation classifies the undescribed layer of earth below the foundations as a leveling
fill that was not part of the deposit, but served to close off the feature and permit construction in
the area. This suggests that we should not conflate the finds from this layer with those from the
mud layer below. Payne describes the layer directly below the boulders, noting that “this earth
contained much carbonized wood, many bones, and much pottery”.2138 The mud layer below the
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layer of earth contained neither carbonized wood nor bones, and only a little pottery.2139 The
reconstruction of the evidence here suggests the two layers were different and necessitates closer
comparison of the depositional evidence for each.
The first bronze vessel was identified at a depth of 47 and the concentration of bronzes was
identified as being confined to the lower layer below this; however, the extent of the layer is not
clearly established.2140 Some contextual information, which is now lost, was likely documented
in conjunction with the objects themselves; for instance, Payne notes “for the depth of earth and
sherds, see bags” indicating that depths for finds were documented on the zimbeli or tags used to
label assemblages from the area for further analysis.2141 He outlines the sherds from the section
around the boulders and steps as being “coll[ected] by Lane and Young,” and no stratigraphy
was identified.2142 The strata is discussed as having a Protocorinthian kyathos, some Geometric
at the top, other Protocorinthian, and some 6th century B.C. wares, which prompted his
discussion of the layer as mixed/unstratified.2143 Other finds were varied, including a flute
fragment, a terracotta ram, a Protocorinthian striped kotyle, a steatite scarab in silver, a fragment
of a pyxis with a sphinx, and other concentrations of Protocorinthian materials at the lowest
level, just above the mud. 2144 The array of finds indicates this is the layer discussed by Payne as
wash from the Limenia Deposit. Unfortunately, the discussion of finds from the mud layer,
which is identified as part of the Sacred Pool, is limited. In the notes, the mud layer is described
as containing a few sherds, as well as an Argive seated figurine that was found in the first pass of
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9 inches.2145 In other words, these finds were at a depth of roughly 70–80.2146 These depths are
indicative of two distinct layers delineated in this area.
According to the series of notes, the excavations around the steps were enlarged to include
the north end of the oval cistern, or the double apsidal cistern; like the area to the east, the first
strosis was identified as extending to a depth of 70 cm, and the sherds from this level were all
identified as being mixed (Fig. 187).2147 The placement of the pit in the drawing suggests it was
excavated to the south of the oval cistern’s eastern end.2148 Sherds were identified a few inches
down from the surface and bones are noted throughout.2149 Finds were identified in the upper
levels, such as an Attic left foot that was found at 10 inches.2150 At a depth of 90, in the level
identified as the second strosis, finds were documented including a 6th century B.C. figurine and
Corinthian and Protocorinthian wares.2151 The expansion of the excavation into this area does
not seem to have revealed a mud layer, but rather shows the continuation of the “wash” layer
identified above the Sacred Pool to the east; Payne identifies this as a continuation of the deposit
excavated above around the Hellenistic house.2152
While the mud layer did not extend this far west, it is documented in relation to the stone
drain to the east. Notes in PER 1 document the stratigraphy in the area around the stone drain,
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clay pipes, and catch-pit.2153 In a drawing of the cistern, de Jong describes the feature in relation
to the Sacred Pool, noting that it is the “cistern above Bronze Pit” (Fig. 188). The excavations of
the cistern and pipes mapped the relation of the features that had been built after the Sacred
Pool’s abandonment (Fig. 189).2154 The photographs and notes indicate that these later elements
were being documented and interpreted as part of the same pits used to excavate the Sacred Pool.
The excavation of the cistern shows that the area was completely cleared at the same time the
steps and inner wall were still unexcavated (Fig. 190a–b). However, the other areas were
brought down as part of the investigation of the architecture; for instance, the clearing of the
cistern, tracing of the clay pipes, and exposure of the intersection between the clay and stone
drain exposed the layer used as fill, which can be identified as the mixed level discussed above,
and left portions of the soil in place below the pipes while the abutting areas were excavated to a
greater depth (Figs. 191–192).
Evidence for the excavation of these levels down to sterile soil comes from the reference that
the earth was sterile at roughly 9.5 ft below the clay pipes, or 11 ft below the surface.2155 This
depth of 9.5 ft can be conflated with the 3 m described as marking the deepest point of the pool;
thus, the span is not based on the identification of finds, but the rough span between the clay
pipes and the sterile (sterio) soil below (Figs. 157, 193).2156 This clay pipe ran from the cistern
built to the north of the stairs into the stone drain; unfortunately the section drawing conflates the
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location of the cistern and stairs, making it difficult to establish the point at which the Sacred
Pool was deepest (Figs. 150). A map from the BSA Archive presents an earlier drawing of the
published section of the upper terrace that includes additional levels and notes; the notes on the
stratigraphy around the steps, despite being difficult to decipher, include mentions of the Bronze
Pit in respect to the hollow shown below the stairs (Fig. 193).2157 The notes establish that the
slope stops at the center of the Bronze Pit, that is, the lowest point of the hollow; in addition, the
small line identified as the start of the mud below the steps in the publication is shown on this
plan as distinct from the Protocorinthian level, supporting the conclusions that the wash and mud
layers were distinct (Figs. 150, 193). In the area of the stone drain, the first bronze vessel was
isolated at a depth of 47.2158 The notes also document a bronze oinochoe with a lion mask near
the top of the stone drain.2159 The mention of stray finds, rather than clusters of materials,
supports the conclusion that the bronzes found with mixed ceramics around the drain were
disturbed from the level below—the area of the Sacred Pool.
In addition to this evidence, a better understanding of the location and stratigraphy of the area
comes from Payne’s manuscript, where he spends a few pages outlining the relationship of the
cisterns to the west of the upper terrace.2160 The curve of the steps to the west is described as
crossing the dried up pond and following the line of the retaining/boundary wall to the north of
the stairs.2161 The clay drain is described as running from the catch-pit down to the stone drain,
and then the “cistern with the semi-circular end” or the double apsidal cistern is outlined.2162
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Payne notes, “I have described these cisterns in more detail than might at first seem relevant to
the present purpose, because in the Archaic period the area between the catch-pit cistern and the
cistern with semi-circular ends—the area in fact, crossed by the clay pipes and later by the stone
drain—evidently played an important part in the worship of Hera Limenia”.2163 In the
publication, the area he describes is merely defined as “this area” where the pond dried up, with
no reference to the architecture defining the space.2164
In the manuscript, Payne also notes that the relation of the pool to the later cisterns and pipes
is a product of the fact that this is the spot where rain-water naturally collected.2165 This more
clearly explains the reason for Tomlinson’s attribution of the pool to this specific area as he was
working with many of the notes on the cisterns; Payne also notes that the deepest area of the pit
was measured near the eastern side of the stone drain.2166 In discussing the finds from this area,
he documents that there was Corinthian directly below the drain and that the mixing of
Protocorinthian and Corinthian sherds continued to the lowest level.2167 Further detail is
provided for the excavation of the area around the drain, in which he notes that a section was
taken from the south side of the seventh stone block of the drain (counting from the east).2168 In
respect to the seventh stone block, Payne argues that this point gives an idea of the contents of
the pond in the center; a section drawing with the blocks numbered establishes a depth of 1.2 m
in the area suggesting that the mud layer was not 3 m deep (Fig. 194).2169 He outlines that “this
point is chosen for its centrality and also for the unusual clear alluvial deposits of small stones in
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the upper levels”.2170 Based on the other evidence, he is referring to the center of the pool
running east-west; other drawings show that measurements were taken from the drain, such as
the distance of 14.5 m from the third section of the stone drain to the outer edge to the south (Fig.
181). However, the drain is never established as the northern boundary of the deposit, but rather
was left in situ due to the interest in tracing the relationships between the architecture.2171
The additional drawings from the manuscript do not capture detailed documentation for the
levels or finds, but rather represent Payne’s reconstruction of the area’s stratigraphy (Figs. 195–
196).2172 The layers traced within the pool are clearly not arbitrary, as is indicated by the
association of symbols with three of the levels; the comparison of these drawings to the larger
section drawings indicates that Payne saw some of the layers as contained within the hollow,
while others covered it and extended over the larger area (Figs. 195–196). The evidence
supports the conclusion that the pebble lens and wash Payne identified were confined to the
deposit’s upper layers, and that the wash formed after the disposal of the concentration of objects
in the pool’s lower levels. A symbol, a circle with a dot in the center, and small vessel are
associated with the second level in the drawings and further indicate the possible association of
the phialai and bronze vessels with this level (Figs. 195–196).
The depths established for several of these levels and photographs of the area during the
excavations also help shed light on the slope and the relation between the mud layer and
architecture (Figs. 184, 197). The documentation of the inner circle and mud denotes the bottom
of the stones/top of the mud at 2210 (Figs. 184, 197); this elevation can be compared to the
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bottom of Step A at 2316 (Figs. 184, 197) and bottom of the rubble foundations at 2296 (Fig.
184), as well as the documentation that there is no mud below Steps B and C at 2254 (Fig. 197)
and that below Boulders α and β the mud starts at 2260 (Fig. 184). Although the points are not
directly related horizontally and the area clearly sloped, the distances confirm the presence of the
mud roughly 62 cm below the stairs, and the elevation differential of half a meter between the
mud below the stairs and the mud below the inner circle. The slop of the area shows how some
of the finds from the upper layers may have initially been associated with the mud layer if the
larger area was excavated in passes, as was done elsewhere at the site.
The inner circle was exposed and left in situ as part of the expansion of the excavations to the
south (Fig. 198a–b). The photographs of the in-progress excavations show how smaller areas
were being brought down from various levels at the same time with the materials from each
collected in zimbeli (Figs. 198–199a–b). The soil in the area being excavated to the south of the
stairs is visibly darker, and may be representative of the distinct mud layer (Fig. 199a–b); this is
supported by the similar appearance of the soil in the photographs which document in situ phialai
(Fig. 200–201). While the notes document that the mud was present to the north of the stairs,
below the boundary wall, a photograph of the excavations shows how the area was initially cut
off to the south and no details are visible (Fig. 202). Other photographs show that another factor
impacting the excavations was the placement of the spoil heaps, ramps, and wheelbarrow paths
during the ongoing excavations (Figs. 179, 203a–b). The large concentration of greenery,
located in a depression to the east of the Double Apsidal Cistern and Hestiatorion and south of
the stone drain, helps distinguish the location of the area; a large soil heap accumulated in the
area during the excavations (Figs. 179, 203–204). Unfortunately, the lack of detail in the
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documentation of the excavation of different areas and the lack of open plan in this area prohibits
more exact identification of the Sacred Pool’s extent.
My review of the Sacred Pool’s documentation shows that the finds in the upper levels were
not concentrated enough in the areas excavated in the 1930–1932 seasons to prompt targeted
excavation of the pool and in-depth documentation of the finds. However, the extensive
photography of the area, for which the most in-progress excavation photographs are available,
suggests the interest in the area increased markedly in the 1933 season. Unfortunately, no notes
were isolated discussing the finds from the mud layer, or find spots within the layers that can be
more definitively attributed to the Sacred Pool. However, the distinction between the layers and
evidence indicates that the phialai and other materials from the mud layer should not be
considered as part of the same deposit as the larger votive assemblage found in the layer above.
The distinction between the assemblages from the upper and lower levels of the deposit shows
that the finds from the wash are similar to that from the Limenia Deposit. Thus, the Sacred Pool
must be considered as a distinct votive deposit, which necessitates reconsidering how this
stratigraphy informs oud understanding of the depositional episodes in the area.
9.4. Reconstructing the Egyptian Pit
The other deposit singled out from the Limenia Deposit was the Egyptian Pit, which was
named for the concentration of Egyptian-type materials associated with the area around the
Hearth Building. The preliminary analysis of the 900 objects identified as Egyptian in
Perachora II was undertaken by Pendlebury and completed by James.2173 The Egyptian-type
objects from Perachora, in particular the scarabs (and pottery found with them), received a great
deal of attention in relation to questions about origin and influence, even though the scarabs are
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problematic tools for dating and the pottery was used.2174 As a result, they are the objects at
Perachora for which the most attention was paid to contextual analysis.2175 Using the notes made
by Dunbabin on the dating of the contexts, James isolates and outlines what he defines as eleven
principal deposits informing our understanding of the Egyptian materials from Perachora.2176
Although focused on the Egyptian materials from the site, his overview provides insight into
problematic findspots established within the Limenia Deposit, while also referencing legacy data
that I was unable to locate in the archival record. As a result, the analysis of the Egyptian-type
objects at Perachora is of note not just for understanding the portion of the feature identified as
the Egyptian Deposit, but for understanding the difficulty with establishing stratigraphy for the
area, as well as the knowledge and data set available at the time of the second publication.2177 I
review below the documentation of the Egyptian Deposit as both a subset of the Limenia
Deposit, and a distinct, isolated feature.
9.4.1. The Publications
The discussion of find spots in the catalogue entries for the objects classified as “Egyptian”
in Perachora II outlines how these materials were not isolated in a single findspot, but were
found in various locations throughout the votive deposit classified as the Limenia Deposit on the
upper terrace.2178 The discussion of these finds is largely peripheral in the review of the Limenia
Deposit; rather, finds attributed to this group of objects, such as scarabs, are referenced as part of
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the general assemblage found within the Limenia Deposit.2179 In Perachora I, no direct
reference is made to the Egyptian Pit, but instead the finds are discussed as part of the
Protocorinthian layers around the Hearth Building.2180 However, James clarifies that a sector of
the deposit to the east of the temple, from a depth of 55–65 in, was classified as the “so-called
‘Egyptian Pit’”.2181 This raises the question of whether the pit was an individual deposit,
excavation unit, or strata. Starting with the discussion of the general stratigraphy around the
Hearth Building, outlined in respect to the Limenia Deposit above, allows my reconstruction to
address the relation of the Egyptian materials to the layers identified within the Limenia Deposit.
The synthesis of the stratigraphy in the publication for the Limenia Deposit and the area
around the Hearth Building largely conflates the two areas as part of the same votive deposit
excavated across the upper terrace.2182 The lowest stratum of the Limenia Deposit isolated
within the temenos produced an assemblage consisting of scarabs and other faience objects, glass
beads, amber (beads, seals, and pendants), stone seals, bronze and terracotta figurines, bronze
pins and spits, fibulae of various types, and ivory objects.2183 Payne notes that the majority of
scarabs found in a stratified context were associated with the lowest level of the Limenia
Deposit, or the Protocorinthian level.2184 A number of the ivory objects were also found in a
higher concentration at the lowest levels of the Limenia Deposit.2185 As noted above, the
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classification of the lowest layer as stratified, that is, pure Protocorinthian, has been criticized,
particularly as some areas across the terrace suffered from disturbances.2186 Although the level is
not a closed deposit, the evidence supports Payne’s conclusion that the majority of the remains
from these lower levels shared a similar date.2187 James notes that the Protocorinthian level (c.
750–650 B.C.) was well stratified to the east, northeast, and northwest of the temple and the
majority of the Egyptian finds are attributed to the east of the temple.2188 While Egyptian-type
votives were present in small quantities across the Limenia Deposit, the Protocorinthian layer
that contained a concentration of Egyptian-type votives was discussed as being concentrated
around the Hearth Building; James clarifies that many of the scarabs listed as unstratified
probably came from the Protocorinthian levels, particularly in this area.2189
James reidentifies the Egyptian Pit in Perachora II, as “principal deposit I,” establishing
“findspots” within the area.2190 He uses these findspots to discuss the dating and assemblages
from each layer; while he does not provide a source for the context of the scarabs, he does
outline the ceramics being used for dating.2191 Findspot 1 is the only location definitively
identified by James as the Egyptian Pit and is identified to the east of the temple, spanning 55–65
inches.2192 The ceramics associated with the area include some of the earliest examples
attributed to the Limenia Deposit dating to roughly 750–675 B.C.2193 Findspots 6, 7, 9, and 10
make up what James also refers to as the “lower deposit,” or the deposit consisting of scarabs
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and Protocorinthian pottery; his discussion of the finds suggests these early vases were clustered
together along with the scarabs.2194 He argues that Findspot 2, isolated to the east of the temple
at a depth of 60 inches, must be part of the same section of the deposit; however, the layer is
dated from 675–640 B.C. suggesting a clustering of later materials within the span assigned to
Findspot 1.2195 Findspots 3 and 4 are both located to the east of the Hearth Building, and are
described as the lowest levels of the deposit, 50–60 inches, containing Corinthian and
Protocorinthian pottery ranging in date from c. 700–600 B.C.2196 The two spots are
distinguished from one another based on the accompanying descriptions: Findspot 3 is described
as the finds excavated on a specific day (04–20–1932), while Findspot 4 is described as a
continuation of Findspot 3.2197 Findspot 5, excavated in 1934, is the clean-up of Findspots 3 and
4 and is assigned a predominantly 7th century B.C. date.2198 Findspot 11 is the area excavated
within the temple during the first excavation season, before the nature of the deposit across the
terrace was investigated.2199 James refers to this as the temple repository based on the initial
identification of the concentration of votives as an assemblage from a sanctuary, but does not
provide additional explanation for the source or significance of the use of this title.2200 Similarly,
by grouping of the discussion of the purely Protocorinthian levels, Findspots 6, 7, 9, and 10, he
focuses on the early 7th century B.C. date assigned to the scarabs based on the pottery.2201
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While I address these findspots as they provide evidence for deposition for the area, I am also
interested in how these identifications reflect a difference in the presentation of the depositional
evidence for the Egyptian materials.2202 Although James identifies twenty-six findspots, he does
not fully explore how these are established and why they are of note for understanding the
distribution or clustering of the materials classified as Egyptianizing, including the Egyptian
Pit.2203 For instance, five findspots are isolated for the deposit to the east of the Hearth Building,
but it is unclear how these elements were distinguished and what the significance of these units is
for understanding the Egyptian Deposit’s stratigraphy.2204 Several of the findspots identified by
James refer to the lowest level, or the Protocorinthian level; the identification of a
Protocorinthian level in the Limenia Deposit focuses on the stratum as the lowest and most well
preserved level on the upper terrace.2205 The discussion of the continuation of the
Protocorinthian stratum on the structure’s northeast side supports the notion of a single stratum,
but the area is established by James as the Northeast Deposit—the Protocorinthian level to the
northeast of the temple (Findspot 6).2206 A similar stratum was identified to the northwest of the
temple, but the area to the northwest is subdivided into two deposits: the lowest deposit below a
late wall (Findspot 7),2207 and the Protocorinthian and Corinthian deposit from 1932 (Findspot
8).2208 The location and extent of the two deposits referred to as the Protocorinthian stratum and

2202

Skuse 2021. The question of origin of this subset of Egyptian materials is beyond the scope
of this analysis, but has received renewed attention in recent years.
2203
Dunbabin 1962, p. 464. James assigns each grouping of scarabs the same date as the pottery
it is associated with and the findspots are presented as stratigraphically significant, but the
relationship of these findspots to one another is not addressed clearly.
2204
Dunbabin 1962, pp. 464–465. The dating of the ceramics is used to provide a date range,
from 750-600 BC, for the scarabs from Perachora.
2205
Dunbabin 1962, p. 464; Payne 1940, p. 118.
2206
Dunbabin 1962, p. 464.
2207
Payne 1940, p. 118.
2208
Dunbabin 1962, pp. 464–465.
531

Protocorinthian/Corinthian deposit of 1932 is not established.2209 However, the presence of later
materials suggests Findspot 8 was the upper, slightly disturbed portion of the deposit, possibly a
product of the construction of the wall, while Findspot 7 was an undisturbed portion of the
deposit preserved below the wall. The remainder of the findspots include locations with a few
scarabs, or groupings from unstratified or undocumented contexts.2210 It is from the final
mention of Findspot 26 that James reveals that the scarabs were stored in boxes documenting the
context associated with the objects; he is certainly preserving the associations outlined by the
storage system, which may have been organized by Payne and Pendlebury as part of the initial
analysis and numbering of the objects; unfortunately, James does not establish who set this out,
but references the limitations he faced when no documentation was preserved for the scarabs “set
down as ‘unstratified’”.2211
Unfortunately, as shown above, the discussion of the Egyptian Pit as a discrete deposit is
further complicated in the publication by the presence of additional, but limited depositional
evidence. It is necessary, then, to consider the reconstruction of the findspots for the Egyptian
materials in the archival record.
9.4.2. The Archival Materials
Isolating the Egyptian Pit in the archival record is difficult due to the noted interest in
imports, particularly Egyptian-type materials, throughout the Limenia Deposit. For instance, in
notes from the Limenia Deposit the number of Egyptian objects found at the site in a day is
included as a total running tally, and several lists of finds include the number of scarabs
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found.2212 Despite the identifier “Egyptian” being used for finds from several locations in the
excavations, the documentation of the Egyptian materials supports the identification of the
concentration of materials in the Egyptian Pit to the north and east of the Hearth Building—the
area identified in the notes as the “Egyptian Area” (Figs. 164, 205).2213 The excavations were
conducted using Pits G, H, J, and K, as well as “various other pits”; these pits were outlined
above in relation to the Limenia Deposit, but are readdressed here in relation to the discussion of
the Egyptian materials.2214
Due to issues with the documentation of the excavations in the area, particularly the different
titles used to refer to the excavation units and the broad scale documentation of some areas, the
evidence here is reconstructed based on its relation to the Hearth Building.2215 I focus on
isolating references to Egyptian materials as these instances inform our understanding of the
different findspots. My objective is to distinguish between the discussion of the Egyptian Pit in
relation to the documentation of other deposits. As a result, my analysis below does not
duplicate the evidence reconstructed as part of my review for the Limenia Deposit. Rather, I
synthesize the evidence for this subset of materials in respect to the deposition around the Hearth
Building.
The evidence for the Egyptian Pit in PER 1 makes it possible to identify that the area was
located proximal to the Hearth Building, and was probably a continuation of Pit G (Figs. 156,
164, 205).2216 Initially referred to as the pit excavated by Verdes and S. Gerou, the later

2212

BSA Archive PER 1, p. 16a.
BSA Archive PER 1, pp. 20a–21; Menadier 1995, pp. 106–109.
2214
BSA Archive PER 1, pp. 20a–21.
2215
This area also coincides with the classification of Findspots 1-5 to the east of the Hearth
Building by James (Dunbabin 1962, pp. 464–466).
2216
BSA Archive PER 1, p. 14a, 18.
2213

533

reclassification of the trench as the Egyptian Pit refers back to the discussion of the finds in the
notes; however, both pages fail to associate the evidence with a specific excavation unit around
the temple.2217 Finds from the upper layers, ranging in depth from 0.45–1 m, were outlined as
mixed; bones are noted as starting to appear at the depth of 1 m suggesting the presence of the
first burnt stratum.2218 The lower level, referred to as the Protocorinthian Deposit, contained a
number of “Egyptianizing” objects, including a very large ivory seal, other ivory seals, a stone
seal, whole vases, faience vase fragments, miniature vessels, scarabs, and an ivory disc.2219
Several of the miniature vessels from the Protocorinthian Strosis were sketched (Fig. 206);
analysis of a selection of finds from the National Museum in Athens resulted in the identification
of two of the vessels drawn in PER 1 (Figs. 206–208a–b).2220 The vessels include the labels EG
and EG PIT in pencil (Figs. 207–208a–b). Vases 127 and 205 were identified by James as
associated with the Egyptian Pit and these numbers, which are the museum acquisition numbers
for the objects, coincide with the object numbers and catalogue descriptions in Perachora II.2221
This supports the idea that more information about the excavation layers was associated with the
labeling of the objects for study and is now lost due to the reclassification of the materials for
publication.2222 The Protocorinthian Strosis is defined as ending at a depth of 55 cm, and the
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description of the bottom of the layer, which represents the beginning of a burnt strosis, outlines
that there was burnt earth, a few bones, and a few Protocorinthian sherds.2223 As was outlined
for the reconstruction of the Limenia Deposit, the excavations of these lower levels conflated
several layers of votives and burnt materials.
The documentation in PER 1 also includes the mention of materials from the “easternmost
end” of the Egyptian Area.2224 A burnt layer is identified and established as starting at a depth of
35, and ending at 56 inches.2225 Finds are attributed to this level, including an ivory sphinx,
ivory and amber pomegranate, and ivory spindle.2226 A relief with an ivory bull and a lion below
was isolated at the bottom of the level.2227 The soil is described as the “usual black earth,
charcoal, and quantities of bone”.2228 A note states that “most of the scarabs come from here;”
the association of the reference with the details outlining the depth of the bottom of the level
suggests that “here” refers to the concentration of the finds at the deposit’s bottom or from the
mud layer below.2229 Other finds attributed to the burnt layer include bronze pins and fibulae,
amber and ivory seals, and miniature vessels.2230 The rough extent of this black/burnt strosis is
shown on the plan labeled as the “Sacrificial Pit in Egyptian Area” (Fig. 164).2231 Here the
strosis is identified as being exactly level with the middle of the foundations and not continuing
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on the inside of the structure.2232 The other notes document the 5th century B.C. finds in the
foundation trench for the polygonal wall, and the unstratified, “later” bothros to the west of the
polygonal wall.2233 Very little is noted in respect to Pits K and J; Pit J had no finds until 30, and
Pit K contained bucchero with Protocorinthian and Corinthian sherds.2234
The use of the term sacrificial refers not to the burnt layer, but to the hearth identified inside
the temple. Although later referred to as a central hearth or altar, the feature is referred to several
times as a sacrificial pit in Payne’s manuscript.2235 In addition, the first excavations outlined in
the area are those conducted to the south of Wall G; based on the drawings, Wall G is the eastern
wall of the structure and the area being excavated is on the interior of the building (Fig. 205).
This is confirmed by the documentation that a portion of the area uncovered was that of the
altar’s plinth, or the base around the hearth.2236 The discussion of the area is brief, and the finds
mentioned are not Egyptian in character.2237 The difference attributed to the levels inside and
outside the structure support this distinction, but do not inform our understanding of the
classification of the whole area as Egyptian or sacrificial.2238
It is not possible to tell from the documentation what the concentration of Egyptian materials
was in respect to the specific areas around the Hearth Building. For instance, the documentation
refers more generally to the Protocorinthian level within the Egyptian Area; finds attributed to
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this level on one day include 80 scarabs, ivory discs and fibulae, seals, and various
terracottas.2239 Another pit was excavated to the east of Pit K; although the exact location of the
feature is not documented, the evidence parallels some of the information outlined for the area to
the east of the Hearth Building.2240 The last strosis is defined as spanning 33 to 53 inches,
compared to the 35 to 56 for the Egyptian Pit.2241 The discussion of the evidence notes the
presence of Corinthian and Protocorinthian wares, but it is unclear if these materials were mixed
or part of a layer at the top of the deposit.2242 When the excavations were expanded the removal
of the layers was split, with the area being taken down in roughly two layers from 31 to 41, and
41 to the end, suggesting a difference in the remains spanning the two depths.2243 The section
drawings outlining the layers in the area around the Hearth Building document the finds in
respect to the levels (Figs. 170–171).2244 In both drawings, the hashing beside the wall likely
represents the burnt layer outside of Wall G; this level is associated with the Protocorinthian and
burnt level in one of the drawings (Fig. 171). Above the Protocorinthian levels, a Corinthian/5th
century B.C. level is identified; the finds mentioned in relation to the Protocorinthian and burnt
levels associate Egyptian objects with this lower level, supporting the classification of these
lower layers as part of the Egyptian Pit.
The cross-comparison of the discussion of the ivories, pins, and scarabs from the
Protocorinthian level around the Hearth Building in the publication and manuscript shows no
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drastic differences.2245 However, the manuscript includes rough section drawings of the
stratigraphy in the area next to the Hearth Building that is more detailed than the rendition of the
layers for the publication (Figs. 175–177).2246 By the time he was analyzing the stratigraphy,
Payne was conceptualizing the levels to the east of the structure as a mixed layer and
Protocorinthian layer, not the Egyptian Pit; this is linked to his concern with mapping the relation
of layers to the architecture on the terrace for the purpose of delineating chronological phases.2247
The phases he delineates are the same as those from the publication and include the modern
surface, a Hellenistic layer, a mixed Archaic (Corinthian and Protocorinthian), and
Protocorinthian layer (Figs. 157, 175–177).2248 It is clear the layers were being considered as
part of the Limenia Deposit.2249 However, as outlined above, the emphasis on the Egyptian
objects informed the focus on the Protocorinthian layer and suggests that the finds are slightly
different from the portions of the layer to the south. It is only by approaching the deposit to the
east of the structure as distinct from the Limenia Deposit’s formation that makes it possible to
reconsider the stratigraphy and deposition associated with the clustering of Egyptian materials.
While the discussion of the issues with classifying the stratigraphy at the site is most
extensive in respect to this section, the review of the evidence also shows how the lack of
concrete evidence for the relation of Egyptian materials and other votives makes reconstructing
the deposition for individual layers in the area difficult. Returning to the broader picture and
synthesizing the evidence in respect to the reconstruction of depositional episodes for the upper
terrace is the best method for reframing our understanding of the area.
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9.5. Reconstructing the Depositional Episodes and Assemblages
Using the data set amassed from the publications and archival record, it is possible to
reconstruct depositional episodes for the upper terrace (Area 3). A major component of the
reconstruction of the episodes here consists of an outline of the depositional assemblage that
helps define each episode. The finds from Area 3 were published as part of a single assemblage,
but the archival record shows how changes in the nature of the materials governed not only the
isolation and classification of deposits, but of individual layers. I start by addressing the
interpretations of select groupings of finds; these groupings have been linked to interpretations of
the function of distinct spaces at Perachora and these discussions are associated with perceptions
of disposal practices in respect to the Limenia Deposit, Sacred Pool, and Egyptian Deposit.
After this more general review, I discuss the assemblages and depositional practices as part of
my reconstruction of individual depositional episodes, focusing on clustering within deposits, the
state of preservation, and association of materials. Discussing the distribution and composition
of the materials as part of my reconstruction creates a more nuanced understanding of the
distinctions drawn between depositional episodes across the terrace.
9.5.1. Area 3: Principal Finds and Assemblages
Rather than being published or catalogued in respect to context, the finds from the upper
terrace were published based on both chronology and type as part of the Hera Limenia
assemblage.2250 Understanding the general state of the depositional assemblage from Area 3
requires the cross-comparison of the discussion of the finds. While some references to the
assemblage are general, other discussions refer to specific subsets of the record and place
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emphasis on object types or chronological phases. A few of these examples are addressed here
in order to provide an overview of why select objects from the assemblage received more
attention, and how this impacted our understanding of contexts on the upper terrace.
My analysis of the ceramics from the upper terrace addresses past interpretations of the
assemblage based on the state of preservation of the materials and reconsiders this from a
broader depositional perspective. For instance, Dunbabin attributes the fragmentary nature of the
majority of Protocorinthian wares to their many chances for destruction during the life of the
sanctuary and to the fineness of the fabric.2251 In other words, the unstratified nature attributed to
the majority of the deposit on the upper terrace is seen as the result of extensive disturbance and
leveling that impacted the state of preservation for the ceramics over the course of the occupation
of the site. Despite using this to explain the general state of the assemblage, Dunbabin
downplayed the fragmentary nature of the finds in his discussion of individual objects due to the
valuation of many of the fragments as high-quality examples offering a broad corpus of
Protocorinthian forms and decorative motifs for comparison to assemblages from other sites.2252
Similar assessments are apparent in the analysis of the Corinthian wares from the site. Hopper
briefly notes that the fabric and colors of the pottery were not well preserved due to the
incorporation of the materials into a votive deposit, and establishes that the poor state of
preservation is “as would be expected from such a deposit,” implying that the assemblages from
votive deposits were often poorly preserved.2253 However, Hopper also argues that it is curious
that the “best” vases seem to have suffered most in terms of fragmentation and damage to the
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objects.2254 These assessments of the state of preservations of the Protocorinthian and
Corinthian wares highlight that there was interest in elements of deposition that informed the
interpretations of the site’s assemblages, but the focus was on explaining the state of select
materials classified as noteworthy rather than whole assemblages.
Other scholars’ analysis of the finds from the upper terrace focused on identifying overlap
with the remains from the lower terrace, as well as differences in the two assemblages as a means
of addressing the development of dedicatory and religious practices occurring at Perachora.2255
The presence or absence of ceramics from specific periods was emphasized as providing insights
into these concerns. For instance, the Limenia Deposit began to accumulate around the middle
of the 8th century B.C. and the ceramics have been extensively compared to those from the
Geometric Deposit on the lower terrace.2256 The absence of overlap in earlier forms in the
Limenia Deposit is emphasized; for instance, kotylai and kyathoi with the earlier depiction of
birds in water, dating to the middle and third quarter of the 8th century B.C., are not present in the
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feature.2257 Dunbabin uses this absence to suggest that the motif had begun to go out of use
before the later deposit began to form.2258 The absence of the earlier bird motif in the Limenia
Deposit, along with the presence of some examples of the type in the Geometric Deposit is used
to suggest that the earlier forms were all deposited, or the assemblage was entirely cleared in
close association with the shift away from the use of the Geometric structure on the lower
terrace.2259 In other words, earlier objects were not kept, were not housed in the same area, or
were separate from the assemblage deposited in the Limenia area of the sanctuary.2260 The
reconsideration of the Limenia Deposit as a product of remains from the lower terrace, which
were used as leveling fill, necessitates further consideration of Dunbabin’s emphasis on clearing,
a difference in storage, or selection for disposal that could explain this absence.
The focus on select finds was coupled with concerns about establishing reasons for the state
of preservation. For instance, Dunbabin notes that in the Late Corinthian period, the most
common shape in the Limenia Deposit is the oinochoe, with the pyxides the second most
common.2261 Pyxides lids were found in greater concentrations than bodies.2262 Hopper suggests
that the most reasonable conclusion is that the lids, by reason of shape, survived in a more
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preserved and recognizable state than the body fragments.2263 On the other hand, Hopper argues
that the absence of Early Corinthian plates in the deposit is a result of chance or happenstance as
plates from both earlier and later periods are numerous.2264 Hopper also notes that the figured
kraters from the Limenia Deposit are the most fragmentary of the pottery across the site.2265 The
vessels were in small pieces relative to the thickness of the fabric of the vessels, causing him to
argue that the fragmentation of this particular type may have been deliberate.2266 In his analysis
of the Corinthian drinking vessels, Brock notes that the kotyle was the most common shape in
the Limenia Deposit.2267 However, he argues that the fragmentary nature of the vessels prevents
reconstruction and the higher quality vases are more difficult to join.2268 The interest in isolating
the higher quality fragments from different vessel types prompted the consideration that some
fragmentation was deliberate, and correlated with the value attributed to the vessel. However,
these interpretations of deposition are embedded in the discussion of specific objects or are
introduced as part of the more general introduction to the finds in the publication. This makes it
difficult to establish how these inferences were derived from the larger data set, as well as how
they inform our understanding the depositional assemblage associated with a deposit or a
specific depositional episode.
The overlap between the materials from the Geometric and Limenia Deposits is not only
emphasized as helping us to understand the development of the cult at Perachora; the two
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assemblages were also interpreted as providing evidence about the period during which the
western colonies were being founded, Corinthian pottery was rapidly developing, and the
influence of Corinth was expanding.2269 The influx of imports at Perachora is discussed as
shifting throughout various periods, but the increase in foreign materials/imitations is
emphasized in the analysis of the materials from the Limenia Deposit.
Payne argued that the foundation of the temple of Hera Limenia must have coincided with
the westward expansion of Corinthian influence.2270 The bulk of the materials from the 8th to 7th
centuries B.C were identified as Argive (4001–4019) and Cycladic (4020–4031), with a notable
amount of Etruscan bucchero (4118–4130) and some East Greek (4038–4046, 4048, 4049, 4087–
4089).2271 These remains, particularly the Argive imports, including votives, were used to
discuss the development of the sanctuary and the Hera cult.2272 From the early 6th century B.C.
on the major imports are Attic pottery.2273 Early in the 6th century B.C. there are also a number
of East Greek (4052–4089) and Laconian (4090–4117) imports, but in much lower
concentrations than the Attic wares.2274 The Laconian wares range in date from the middle to
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late 6th century B.C. causing Shefton to argue that the wares are not representative of a bulk
dedication, but accumulated over time.2275 In relation to the 6th century B.C. wares one of the
interesting critiques of the site is that it is surprising to see such a high number of imports
accumulating over time as dedications of such “indifferent” quality.2276 In other words, materials
from the deposits on the upper terrace were treated as being of interest for understanding
chronological developments and trade networks, but little attention was paid to the association
and distribution of individual objects.
The materials emphasized for the deposits and the presentation of the evidence from these
features was affected by the larger narrative developing for the site.2277 In the following
reconstruction, I incorporate the analysis and treatment of the finds into my reconstruction of
depositional episodes in Area 3.
9.5.2. The Depositional Episodes: Sacred Pool, Egyptian Pit, and Limenia Deposit
Rather than starting by reconstructing the depositional episodes from the Limenia Deposit, I
address the Sacred Pool and the surrounding area first. The levels in the area of the Sacred Pool
help inform our understanding of the formation and disturbance of the depositional episodes on
the upper terrace’s western side. Several of the levels are associated with the stratigraphy
identified within the temenos and other levels represent distinct episodes. This connection
makes it beneficial to discuss this area in conjunction with the Limenia Deposit’s western side.
My analysis then moves to reconstructing depositional episodes for the Egyptian Deposit and the
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area around the Hearth Building. This allows the episodes established for the area to the east of
the polygonal wall to inform the reconstruction of the area to its west or the larger open area
between the east and west end of Area 3.
Focusing on the opposite ends of the terrace, which are also set off by architectural elements,
allows me to use my reconstructions to explore the impact of the focus on architecture and the
associated deposits on our understanding of the deposition occurring across the remainder of the
upper terrace. This also allows me to establish how these two areas were used to define the
evidence and stratigraphy associated with the Limenia Deposit. Approaching the reconstruction
of depositional episodes this way necessitates distinguishing between episodes based on their
initial reconstruction in respect to one of the three deposits. In order to do this, the titles for each
deposit are abbreviated and used in association with the depositional episodes; the abbreviations
are as follows the Sacred Pool (SP), the Egyptian Deposit (ED), and the Limenia Deposit (LD).
However, the association is not restricted to the deposit as defined in the initial excavations, but
includes the full extent of the episodes able to be reconstructed for the surrounding areas.
9.5.2a. The Sacred Pool and Neighboring Area: The Assemblage
Despite the confusion with the identification of the Sacred Pool’s location and extent, there is
documentation in both the publication and archival record of distinct levels and finds. I address
the evidence for the extent of the deposit and how this relates to the general distinction between
the concentration of materials deliberately incorporated into the pool and the wash/fill that
accumulated over the deposit.2278 These two levels provide the best starting point for
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establishing the depositional episodes able to be isolated within these contexts; I map the
evidence with a focus on the relationship of the concentration of phialai/bronzes to the
neighboring stratigraphy.
The isolation of the Sacred Pool in the initial investigation was based on the classification of
the feature as a depression containing a concentration of bronze objects; the core of the deposit
was emphasized as including a concentration of 200 bronze phialai.2279 As I addressed in the
review of the evidence, there are several issues impacting my ability to define the associated
episodes, including the extensive occupation of the area by later architecture, the manner of
excavation in sections of several seasons, and the failure to publish a plan or sections of the
feature. Particularly problematic is the narrow documentation of the excavations; the area of the
Bronze Pit was excavated in all four excavation seasons, but the majority of the documentation
feature comes from the excavation in the 1933 season.2280 My reconstruction of the episodes
below, which draws on the evidence from various sources outlined above, cannot cover the entire
deposit comprehensively, as the excavations from the 1931 and 1932 seasons are not
documented in any of the available archival material. In addition, the excavation of the bronze
phialai and other finds from the mud layer is not documented in the excavation notebooks;
rather, the description of the objects is restricted to the publication.
Due to these limitations, my reconstruction here focuses on what episodes can be isolated in
respect to the pool itself, as well as what attributes can be associated with depositional episodes
in the area of the pool. Approaching the reconstruction of the depositional episodes this way
might seem to perpetuate the perception of the Sacred Pool as a closed/isolated votive deposit.
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In order to avoid this, however, my reconstruction of the episodes distinguishes between the pool
as a modified feature at the site, the Bronze Pit as an archaeological unit, and the episodes as
layers within, around, and covering the area associated with the pool. In other words, the
reconstruction here abandons the use of the Sacred Pool as a definitive deposit that either
contains or does not contain deliberately deposited bronze votives. Rather, the depositional
episodes and associated assemblages are discussed in respect to the feature as a way of
addressing how the differences in deposition inform our understanding of the deposition in this
area.
The mud layer used by Payne to distinguish the deposit from the surrounding layers offers
the clearest starting point for establishing depositional episodes in association with the Sacred
Pool. The presence of the mud layer below the steps, the last two boulders of the boundary wall,
and the clay and stone drain confirms that the layer predated the construction of these features on
the terrace. However, the identification of the extent of the mud layer in the area around the
stairs is convoluted. The level, labeled as MUD in the published section drawing, is shown as
extending from the bottom Step A1 back to the beginning of Step D (Figs. 150, 183). The
drawings of the area also show that this level does not follow the slope of the stairs, but was
either confined to the lower area or cut through as part of the leveling and construction in the
area (Figs. 180, 184). All the evidence suggests that the layer was concentrated in the area that
was identified as part of the hollow and was not formed as a result of the building phase
associated with the construction of the stairs or the leveling of the area for construction. Rather,
it is more likely that this mud level reflects an earlier phase of deposition associated with the
pool and that the bronze materials accumulated in a way that resulted in their association with the
substrate throughout the excavation of the area. The mention of sterile soil at the bottom of the
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layer indicates the mud layer extended down to sterile soil, possibly because of the clearing of
the area in association with the pools formation or use.
Due to the failure to find any documentation clearly distinguishing between the reoccurring
formation of mud layers and pebble lenses, the mud layer and these other layers within the pool
are treated as Depositional Episode 1 (SP) and the sterile soil represents Depositional Episode 0
(SP). DE 1 (SP) can be roughly traced as an oval whose eastern edge runs below the lower
portion of the stairs and boundary wall and continues to the north and south. To the south, the
layer is defined as extending to the area of the inner circle, and the portions of the Bronze Pit
excavated in this area mark the outer edge of the pool (Fig. 184).2281 The center of the pool is
identified by Payne as being near the seventh stone of the drain; this designation probably refers
to the center of the length of the pool from north to south.2282 The depth of the excavations in
this area and the documentation of several of the in situ phialai in this portion of the excavation
area suggests the concentration of finds here (Figs. 192, 200–201). However, the bisection of the
Sacred Pool by the clay pipes and stone drain hinders the clear reconstruction of the extent of the
episode to the north and west, and the documentation of the finds from the area is limited to the
few examples from the photographs.
Sketches of the area around the stairs show that Payne was clearly distinguishing between
DE 1 (SP) and the Protocorinthian layer traced under the stairs to the east (Fig. 157). A
preliminary sketch of the Limenia steps shows a continuation of several layers above the mud
layer, the uppermost of which is labeled as the 5th century B.C. layer (Fig. 193). This indicates
that the steps cut into the layers that had formed above the mud layer. Another sketch from the
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manuscript, although rougher, provides a better conceptualization of the layers from the area
(Fig. 195). Here, an upper layer associated with the slope is shown as slumping over the eastern
edge of the pool, while several other layers are outlined within the pit. Three levels within the
pool are labeled using symbols, but unfortunately no key is provided for the symbols. However,
this indicates that some of these layers were isolated within the confines of the pool in
association with its use, while the other layers were infill forming over the pool after the
abandonment, but prior to the construction in the area. The discussion in the publication and the
various section drawings and notes on the Bronze Pit suggest that the bronze vessels were
concentrated in the feature’s lower portion, alongside a selection of other materials. As the
assemblage cannot be associated more specifically with or divorced from the mud layer, the
deposition of the bronzes and other objects—particularly the phialai—are considered here as part
of DE 1 (SP). The clustering of the phialai is treated as part of this first episode as doing so
allows to the documentation of this evidence to be compared to the surrounding areas in order to
better understand the potential depositional episodes in the area that were not documented
sufficiently to be reconstructed. Payne proposed that the objects were thrown into the pool and
incorporated into the mud or deposited together to infill the pool; while impossible to distinguish
these specific activities, his reconstruction supports his conclusion and suggests that the
deposition was part of reoccurring instances separated by the pebble lenses.
The pebble lenses are one example of a layer for which we lack sufficient evidence to isolate
the layer as a depositional episode. It is unclear if the pebble lenses discussed by Payne are
associated with the bronzes, but one drawing uses a line of small circles, which may indicate
stones, with a vessel shown below (Fig. 196). This suggests there may have been a distinct mud
layer below this pebble horizon, but it is unclear what other materials were present in the lower
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layer, the pebble layer, or the levels above. While the layers within the drawings were clear to
Payne, they serve to indicate the understanding of the stratigraphy lost due to the need to
reevaluate the data for the final publication after his death. Although the drawings indicate more
than one level within the hollow, the sketch was clearly for Payne’s analytical benefit and it is
not possible to definitively identify the mud layer or the association of the bronzes in respect to
these other layers.
Due to the limitations of the sketches, it is necessary to return to the documentation of the
layers and depths in the area. As noted in the publication, the deepest point identified for the
pool was a depth of 3 m. The layer of sterile soil—mapped in the area at the bottom of the stairs
and below the pipe—was isolated at this deepest point; in other areas Payne establishes that the
lowest layers were not exposed. Comparison of the depth to the elevations for the area indicates
that the depth of 3 m cannot be equated with only the mud layer; rather, this depth spans from the
bottom of the clay-pipes down to the sterile soil (Fig. 193).2283 The measurement from Block 7
of the stone drain establishes a depth of 1.2 m for DE 1 (SP), providing further confirmation that
the majority of the 3 m was not the mud layer (Fig. 194). 2284 The only other depth assigned to
the mud layer was that below the stairs, which establishes that the layer starts at a depth of 70
cm; as this is the edge of the pool and an end depth and finds are not established, the reference
does little to inform our understanding of the vertical extent of DE 1 (SP) in the deeper parts of
the pool.2285 Our understanding of the form of the pool is complicated by the emphasis on the
relationship of the deposit to the Hearth Building rather than the surrounding architecture in the
publication and the convoluted mapping of the relationship between layers. For instance, Payne
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emphasized throughout that the mud layer was easily distinguished from the layer above, but his
failure to map the mud layer makes this distinction less helpful.2286 The documentation does
attribute finds to two general strata—from the surface to a depth of 70 cm and below 70 cm.
Distinguishing between these as two episodes requires a closer review of the finds discussed for
the area.
The upper layer—isolated between the stairs and the mud layer—has been discussed as
representing a single layer difference from the layer below; however, the evidence suggests this
was more than one depositional episode. In one section, Payne describes the level above as a
leveling fill laid directly over the mud layer of the pool for the purpose of laying the boulders
and rubble foundation (Figs. 182–186).2287 This reference helps establish that the mud layer
extended below the lower boulders, Boulders α and β, which were part of the retaining/boundary
wall for the stairs, but contradicts Payne’s discussion of the layer and finds in this area as wash
from the Limenia Deposit.2288 This discrepancy reflects either a difference in Payne’s perception
of the layer during excavations versus when trying to draw correlations between the finds from
the pool and the space above to the east, or that there was more than one layer represented in the
area neighboring the deposit.
In general, the votives found in the layer over the deposit have been discussed as being the
same as those from the upper terrace which has contributed to the perceptions of the layer as
wash from above or secondary mixed debris leveled down the slope. In either case, there are
depositional elements one would expect that are not documented in respect to the layers. The
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Limenia Deposit is described as contained within the temenos walls. If a western temenos wall
was present on the upper terrace, it would have to be the case that the layers were spread within
the temenos only, and then slumped and washed or were leveled down the slope after the
temenos wall collapsed. As the Limenia Deposit contained several layers or chronological
phases, wash from the area would have included a mix of materials from all of these levels. In
other words the wash, depending on the extent of erosion, would reflect a mix of the
Protocorinthian, Protocorinthian and Corinthian, and Hellenistic layers identified within the
temenos.2289 The identification of the Protocorinthian layer all the way down the slope below the
steps, but not as part of the mud layer below or mixed layer above indicates that either the
disturbance down the slope occurred shortly after the formation of the Protocorinthian layer
above and prior to the accumulation of later materials, or that the Protocorinthian level was all
laid down as one episode, Depositional Episode 2 (SP), that extended across the upper area, as
well as the slope, to the edge of the pool.
Using this episode to examine the relation of other potential depositional episodes, my
consideration of the evidence below seeks to establish if the reconstruction of any other episodes
in the area is plausible, especially in respect to the architecture, and if there is sufficient evidence
to associate the layers with specific extents or finds.
The major 5th century B.C. building project in this area, including the construction of the
stairway, bastion, and ashlar wall on the terrace’s western side, indicates that any layers below
the stairs or disrupted by these walls would predate this construction phase. The pool is
described by Payne as having filled in with wash by the end of the 5th century B.C.; Tomlinson
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argues for the feature going out of use by the 6th century B.C.2290 A catch-pit, also referred to as
the clay-pipe cistern, was built to deal with the water in the area, which is discussed as a
replacement for the Sacred Pool.2291 The pipes fed into a larger stone drain leading to a double
apsidal cistern; these features were identified by Payne as Hellenistic and by Tomlinson as late
5th century B.C.2292 Tomlinson also identified the double apsidal cistern as cutting into fill
washed down from the terrace above.2293 The cistern was associated with a structure referred to
by Payne and Dunbabin as a Hellenistic House, which was reclassified by Tomlinson as a
Hestiatorion.2294 The area between the two structures was excavated by Payne; he argues that the
sherds here were all mixed. Thus, the layer of mixed materials clearly continued into this area
and several of the depositional episodes preserved around the Sacred Pool were disturbed by
these structures.2295 Similarly, the retaining walls constructed along the upper terrace’s western
side were constructed to prevent wash in these areas during this later period of occupation,
resulting in the disruption of these layers on the western side of the terrace.
Overall, the narrative indicates the layers present may be representative of earlier deposition
of the votive layer whether as a result of wash, subsequent leveling, or some form of all of these
occurrences. The extent of the Protocorinthian layer, DE 2 (SP), indicates that no obstacles
impeded the spreading of the layer down the slope. In this scenario, the Protocorinthian remains
formed a layer that would have been disturbed by the later construction of the stairs and two
walls. The formation also indicates that either the layer was not a fill laid down directly on top
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of the pond for the intent of building, or it is not the layer discussed by Payne as a layer of mixed
votives above the Sacred Pool. The latter is supported by the documentation of other layers in
relation to the slope and stairs. Whether a portion of the Protocorinthian was disturbed and
spread over the pool, or additional fill was brought in to cover the area, both scenarios would
result in the creation of two depositional episodes rather than one.
In this case, the mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian layer, Depositional Episode 3 (SP),
would be a distinct episode from the Protocorinthian layer preserved in this area. This certainly
explains some of the issues with the conflation of the layers and votives from the “upper” layer
above the pool. The upper level with votives referred to by Payne as wash in some areas and
construction fill in others, is likely a layer deposited from the leveling of votives in the area prior
to the 5th century B.C. construction. The resulting mixed layer of votives, also evident on the
upper terrace, coincides more with the type of maintenance outlined by subsequent scholars for
the area with the large concentrations of votives being spread and mixed, resulting in some
disturbance of these earlier layers. Payne’s dismissal of the finds due to the mixed date of the
materials from the fill means that additional depositional episodes were not distinguished in the
excavations. Later disturbance resulting in the secondary deposition of these episodes is
probable, but these depositional differences cannot not be isolated based on the state of the
record.
However, one indicator of a different episode of deposition than DE 3 (SP) comes from the
rubble foundations preserved below the steps (Figs. 185–186a–b). This level is outlined in the
publications and in several of the archival materials; the evidence supports the identification of
this as a distinct depositional episode that was excavated as part of the broader strata identify
below the stairs. It was often the case in the excavations at Perachora that foundations and the
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associated finds were not clearly isolated from the surrounding deposits. The exposure of the
stairs in this area, which was not as extensively discussed, did not serve to clearly demarcate the
layers in the same way as the paving on the lower terrace. As the stairs were only partially
preserved, it is safe to postulate that portions of these layers later defined as being below the
stairway were partially excavated in the earlier excavations. This cobble layer can be identified
as Depositional Episode 4 (SP), despite the layer being equated with DE 2–3 (SP) in the
excavations and publications.
Evidence for the earlier excavation of all these layers comes from the documentation in 1933
of two areas excavated in 1930 and 1931 (Fig. 181). The areas excavated in previous seasons are
retroactively identified as part of the Bronze Pit, indicating the earlier excavation of the mud
layer and upper levels did not distinguish between or document these levels. The portion of the
Bronze Pit excavated in 1930 is identified at the foot of the steps and to the north of the inner
circle. Payne noted that finds from this area included two bronze phialai, which prompted the
decision to expand the excavation of the area in the next season.2296 This indicates the phialai
were not heavily concentrated along the edge of the pool at the slope to the southeast. The
potion excavated in 1931 is to the west of the inner circle and the depth of the mud is defined as
reaching 1.6 m (Fig. 181).2297 Although no number is provided, the preliminary reports establish
that a larger concentration of phialai were found as part of the expansion of the excavations in
the area.2298 The increase in finds and the excavations to a greater depth indicate the pool was
deeper in the area running north-south and sloped up on the eastern and western sides.
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A portion of the deposit located at the southernmost edge of the occupied space, as indicated
by the delineation of a cut edge to the west, or directly across from the third stone of the stone
drain was documented.2299 A distance is provided from the drain to the edge here of 14.5 m.2300
The excavations in this area are discussed as an expansion of the earlier excavations, and, as the
photographs of the area suggest, the expansion included the excavation of various levels as part
of one open area excavation (Fig. 192). This explains Payne’s statement that the work in the
area revealed a collection of votives similar to those from the terrace above.2301 As a result of
the documentation, it is clear that of the layers established as depositional episodes here, only
DE 1 (SP) was within the confines of the edges of the Sacred Pool (Fig. 195). Thus, I consider
this depositional episode more extensively in order to establish if the more extensive reference to
the layer as the core of the deposit allows for the reconstruction of any other depositional
attributes.
Having identified the mud layer, DE 1 (SP), as the core layer associated with the deposition
of materials in the confines of the pool, it is necessary to reconsider what other depositional
evidence there is for this layer. Payne argues repeatedly that the finds thrown into the pool while
it was filled with water would have sunk to the bottom, into the mud. Thus, the mud layer
cannot be expected to be representative of the fill of the entire pool unless it was allowed to silt
up completely. Even if this was the case, one would expect to see a change in disposal as the
pool began to fill, or perhaps a shift in its use. If the bronzes were deposited when the pool had
begun to go out of use, as has been suggested by others, the objects would be expected to be
higher up than the bottom of the pool, even if they sunk into the mud. Other objects are
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described as coming from the side of the pool, like a bronze lion, where the mud would be closer
to the surface. A good example for exploring the edge of the deposit comes from the
identification of the layer under the stairs. As outlined above, this area marks the end of the
preserved portion of the pool. In the discussion of the finds from the area below the boulders of
the board wall for the stairs, Payne documents that in the first 9 inch pass, there were fewer
sherds or less than from the layer above, an Argive figurine, and pipe fragment.2302 Although
finds are included that are similar to those from the layer above, the lack of numbers and
exclusion of a list of common small finds suggests a change in the content of the level that
supported the distinction of the layer from that above. This is supported by the absence of
carbonized wood and bone in the mud layer. Payne notes that there was “much Protocorinthian
in lower part of this, just ab[ove] mud;” this is indicative of the Protocorinthian level established
below the stairs and the mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian layer established above.2303
I argue that the depositional episodes in the area for the Sacred Pool show clear evidence for
a distinct deposit within the pool itself and extensive continuity with the deposition occurring on
the terrace above. In order to more fully explore the relation between these layers, as well as the
differences in deposition across the upper terrace, I go on to reconstruct the depositional episodes
for the area around the Hearth Building. This allows me to trace connections between the two
areas for the layers forming above the Sacred Pool. However, it is already possible to suggest
that the Protocorinthian layer formed in conjunction with the layer outlined in the Limenia
Deposit and was more stratified than has previously been acknowledged, and it is likely not a
product of wash or later leveling of earlier deposits associated with a large-scale construction
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phase, as I will discuss in more depth as part of my reconstruction of maintenance for the terrace
in the following chapter.
9.5.2b. The Egyptian Pit and Neighboring Area
There are several problems with distinguishing the depositional episodes for the Egyptian Pit;
as outlined above, the main issue is that no clearly isolated deposit can be established as the
Egyptian Pit. My reconstruction of the depositional episodes here focuses on the whole area
around the Hearth Building, that is, the area to the east of the polygonal wall. This division is
helpful for establishing the episodes in this confined area, which can then be compared to the
larger Limenia Deposit. In addition, this is the sector classified in the field notebooks as the
Egyptian Sacrificial Area and the Egyptian Area, and is generally accepted as containing a
concentration of imports and Egyptianizing materials. My focus on this area seeks to establish if
the depositional episodes reflect different disposal practices that support this emphasis and, if
not, or how our understanding of deposition in the area needs to be reframed.
The title of one of the drawings that outlines several features around the Hearth Building is
the “Sacrificial Pit in Eg[yptian] Area”.2304 This title refers to the rectangular feature isolated in
the center of the structure and the identification of Egyptian materials in the surrounding deposits
supporting the investigation of this area independent of the Limenia Deposit. The rectangular pit
inside the structure is referred to in the manuscript as the sacrificial pit, but the area is
reidentified in the publications as the central hearth; the designation of the hearth as a sacrificial
pit is associated with Payne’s documentation of the bones and ceramics from the deposits
excavated around the feature.2305 Similarly, the classification as Egyptian was established as part
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of the earlier excavations of the surrounding area.2306 Within this area, two parameters are
emphasized as defining the extent of the Egyptian finds: the area to the east of the Hearth
Building, and more specifically, the Protocorinthian levels there. As references to these two
areas provide the most extensive evidence for the classification of this entire area as Egyptian, it
is helpful to outline the depositional episodes in respect to these classifications.2307 Structuring
the review of the depositional episodes this way also allows me to highlight differences in the
discussion of the Egyptian materials found spread across the terrace versus those from the area
around the Hearth Building.
My reconstruction first addresses the depths and locations outlined for the five findspots
assigned to the area to the east of the Hearth Building by James in order to establish whether
these findspots correlate with levels from specific areas that should be established as depositional
episodes, or if these categories should be abandoned.2308 Findspot 1 is the layer to the east of the
temple described as spanning 55–65 cm;2309 this is the same depth ascribed to the Protocorinthian
layer in Pits B and E, but cannot be isolated in a specific reference to the area to the east of the
building.2310 However, Findspot 1 is attributed to the earliest finds from the area, which are
discussed in the publication; this distinction must be considered in respect to the other findspots
outlined in the area, but cannot be isolated from the extant archival record.2311 Findspot 2 is
delineated as being isolated at a depth of 60, which conflicts with the area ascribed to Findspot 1,
suggesting it was used to reference a slightly different area—possibly to the east where the depth
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was impacted by the slope; the finds from this area are slightly later in date.2312 Findspots 3–5,
ranging from 50–60, also overlap with Findspots 1–2.2313 Further explanation for this comes
from Payne’s synthesis in the field notebook of finds from the Protocorinthian level, which were
being excavated in various pits in the Egyptian Area.2314 The level is described as spanning 18
inches to 2 feet, converted this spans roughly 46–61 cm, or the depths ascribed to the
Protocorinthian Stratum in this area.2315 For instance, there is reference to the layer being
excavated from 41 to end in the excavations of Pit K.2316 My review of the depths above in
respect to the general understanding of the layers in the area supports the conclusion that the
Protocorinthian level spanned various depths due to the slope, but that it was a continuous level.
The documentation indicates that the findspots proposed by James draw on the documentation of
locations and depths in respect to the labeling from the storage containers. Unfortunately, due to
the lack of clarification and the nature of documentation both in the field notebooks and for the
Perachora materials studied for the publication, it is not possible to reconstruct these findspots as
depositional episodes, but rather the layer and finds must be considered as part of a single
depositional episode.2317
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Several drawings of the area by Payne show an interest in the stratigraphy in the area and all
include the identification of the Protocorinthian layer on either side of the Hearth Building (Figs.
170–171, 175–177).2318 While no levels below the Protocorinthian layer are established, Payne
mentions that the foundations were set into the virgin soil, and implies that the Protocorinthian
finds around the building accumulated directly on top of this layer, Depositional Episode 0
(EP).2319 The sketches are drawn in association with the manuscript and offer a visual
representation of Payne’s conceptualization of the stratigraphy. Prior to the sketch, Payne
provides a summary of the finds to the northeast and east of the Hearth building, arguing that
“here again in the area northeast and east of the temple provided the most interesting
conclusions”.2320 He outlines that most of the ivory seals, bronze pins, and scarabs from a
stratified context were concentrated in the lowest Protocorinthian Stratum in this area; a detail
includes that scarabs were found by the dozen each day.2321 In the drawing, he shows a much
deeper Protocorinthian deposit to the east of the building, with the thinner layer directly to the
west of the structure being disturbed by the foundation trench for the polygonal wall. He
outlines a cobble layer in conjunction with the Protocorinthian Stratum and the mixed
archaic/mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian layer on top on either side. The Hellenistic is a
thinner layer shown as covering the area once the temple went out of use, and then being covered
by the modern surface layer. Thus, the surviving evidence indicates that in order to isolate the
Protocorinthian level to the east/northeast of the Hearth Building as a depositional episode, it is
necessary to establish the evidence for layer in relation to the other layers in the area.
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It is helpful, then, to revisit the excavation of the Protocorinthian Stratum as part of the pits
used to excavate the area around the Hearth Building. This includes Pit G, Pit H, Pit K, and the
pit to the east of Pit K. Pit H was excavated in the area to the northeast of the Hearth Building;
in this area, Payne notes that “Zimbeli NI” starts at the level of 40 cm.2322 This is similar to the
level of 41 distinguished within Pit E. Unfortunately, Payne does not outline the nature of the
finds from “Zimbeli NI”, making it necessary to generally correlate the level with the 5th century
B.C. level identified in the area.2323 Support for this comes from a section drawing that
references Pit H in respect to the levels established in association with the stratigraphy around
the building.
The finds outlined indicate that this is a section drawing for Pit G, and that the wall shown is
Wall G; the silver vase identified above the wall provides the easiest correlation between the
two areas (Figs. 170, 171).2324 At a depth of 48, just at the level of the top of the wall, the
excavation notes documented a centaur/sphinx seal, a lot of bones, scarab, bottom half of a
terracotta with a painted skirt;2325 the continuation of the notes outlines finds associated with the
burnt layer at a depth of 50, at the level of the top of the wall, including an ivory seal with a
swan, an ivory and amber fibula, other ivory objects, and 8 scarabs.2326 These finds are included
in the list together and associated with Level 48 in the section drawing, which is slightly above
the burnt layer (Fig. 170). Menadier critiqued these finds as indicative of the presence of the
Protocorinthian layer on the interior of the building; while the placement of the list to the interior
of Wall G is confusing, the general discussion of the finds as being above the wall and associated
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with the burnt material supports my conclusion that this was a depositional episode that formed
outside the wall.2327 This is of note as it establishes the presence of a burnt section mixed with
votives abutting the wall that is above the other two layers outlined as the Protocorinthian layer
(50–55) and the main burnt layer (55). This suggests the possible mixing of a burnt layer and
Protocorinthian layer after the building went out of use, possible as a result of disturbance
associated with the deposition of the mixed Corinthian and Protocorinthian layer.
A bronze horse is outlined as being found below this, at the bottom of the level, and is shown
on both section drawings.2328 The location of the bronze and the positioning of the finds in the
larger section drawing supports the identification of the absence of these lower layers on the
temple’s interior. The Corinthian layer, outlined as being 8 inches above the wall, included the
painted amphora, which was identified as Laconian in the notes and Attic in the section, and a
hare fibula.2329 This upper layer is identified elsewhere in the pits, as well as in the section
drawings which establish that the layer formed after the structure had fallen out of use. Thus, the
layers suggest distinct episodes in association with both the occupation and abandonment of the
structure.
A larger version of the section drawing shows the stratigraphy in association with finds
documented in the excavation of the surrounding areas in PER 1 (Fig. 171); the references allow
me to expand the analysis to the stratigraphy established for the area excavated to the northeast
and east of the structure.2330 As suggested in the review of the archival materials above, some of
these notes can be attributed to the excavation of the area around the building as part of Pit H by
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Nikola and Vasili and to Pit G excavated by Mousakis.2331 The red figure Attic sherds are
identified at a depth of 36, or at the surface assigned on the section drawing.2332 A 5th century
B.C. terracotta kouros at a depth of 40 is associated with a new level, and the finds from the area
were documented as part of “Zimbeli NI” or the 5th century B.C. level; the pottery is all dull
black or unpainted.2333 The combination of the evidence provides a better overview of the
difference in the stratigraphy in this area versus the area to the west of the Hearth Building.
Using the synthesis of the evidence, I propose that depositional episodes able to be
reconstructed across the entire area outlined above include a 5th century B.C./Late Corinthian
level, mixed Corinthian and Protocorinthian level, mixed burnt level, Protocorinthian level, burnt
level, and Protocorinthian level. Using these general classifications as guidelines, it is helpful to
see if other discussions of the area inform the reconstruction of these layers as depositional
episodes.
Several of the finds documented in the excavation notes are the same as those from the two
section drawings, indicating this documentation was used to recreate the stratigraphy in this
section (Figs. 170, 171). For instance, the finds listed include several terracotta heads, a cup
with a swan, and other whole pots,2334 as well as a fragment of an ivory and amber fibula, an
aryballos, a terracotta figurine missing the face, plentiful bones, and a very bad bronze phiale; all
of these finds were attributed to the excavation of Pit H.2335 Another pit, dug directly to the east,
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presented similar stratigraphy.2336 The first finds were identified at a depth of 35,2337 and other
finds were outlined as coming from just above the burnt and within the burnt, which is
established at a depth of 55 in the section.2338 This closer analysis of the section drawing makes
it clear that Payne synthesized the evidence from these various layers in his reconstruction of the
stratigraphy in the area as part of the Limenia Deposit. Of particular note is the ability to
identify several depositional episodes within the Protocorinthian level in this section of the
terrace. Payne’s failure to document the distinct burnt stratums and layers of votives can be
attributed to an interest in the broader Protocorinthian assemblage, which resulted in his
reference to the Protocorinthian layer as a single level.
My reconstruction of the stratigraphy in the pits to the east also isolated the representation of
several of these layers. The pit outlined to the north of Pit H, at the northeastern corner of the
Hearth Building, is Pit G. The Protocorinthian layer is distinguished from a mixed layer
above.2339 In some of the notes, a burnt strosis is identified as starting at a depth of 55.2340 In
other notes on Pit G, or Mousakis’ Pit, the burnt strosis is identified at a depth of 50.2341 As
outlined above, this reflects two distinct burnt layers separating the fill containing votives, a
phenomenon also seen in the deposition in the Geometric Deposit and the West Court on the
lower terrace. A selection of the finds and layer are outlined as being near the top of the wall
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and containing a concentration of bones.2342 The presence of burnt material, bones, and votives,
a number of which were of the Egyptian type, is the evidence Payne used in discussing the area
as being associated with sacrifices and the possible clearing out of the sacrificial pit within the
Hearth Building. A burnt layer is outlined on one of the drawings as extending to the north and
east of Wall G. 2343 The layer is not devoid of finds, but the association with other layers at the
depth at 50 and 55 suggests the layer was spread in between two phases of the Protocorinthian
layer, which contained a larger concentration of objects. Although these layers were clear in the
area around the building foundations, this does not seem to be the case in other areas.
The documentation of Pit K notes the presence of bucchero with Corinthian and
Protocorinthian sherds in the mixed layer, but no concentration of Egyptian materials or
Protocorinthian lower layer are outlined.2344 The notes establish that an unspecified pit was
excavated to the east of Pit K.2345 In the discussion of the levels from this pit, the “last strosis” in
the pit to the far east is at a higher elevation, ranging in depth from 33 to 53 cm.2346 However, as
the pit was expanded, the excavation was split into two layers reflecting a distinction between the
levels from 31–41 and 41 to the end. 2347 The reason for this distinction is not clearly
established. However, other notes discuss the excavation of the “easternmost end” of the
Egyptian area.2348 In this area, the burnt is identified as starting at a depth of 35, and the bottom
of the burnt level is identified at a depth of 56.2349 The level is identified as containing the
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“usual” black earth, charcoal, and quantities of bones, the same as the finds concentrated around
the burnt layer in Pit G.2350 Finds from the area include several ivories classified as the Egyptian
type.2351 A sketch of the stratigraphy to the east of the Hearth Building shows how the levels
slope up moving to the east, indicating that the isolation of the deposit at a higher elevation was a
result of this greater accumulation to the east.2352 However, it is significant to note that the burnt
substrate and bones are present within the portion of the deposit identified as a dump for the
votives being discarded. If the remains accumulated in this fashion, this indicates the burnt layer
was being spread after the spreading of the other materials, and that both layers were being
spread across the entire temenos. This also supports the interpretation that the temenos was
empty down into the 7th century B.C.2353 Payne notes the difference in the depth of the levels
across the area in his manuscript, suggesting that the Protocorinthian levels to the west and north
of the structure are more uniform and spanned roughly 10–12 inches.2354
My review of the stratigraphy in the area also confirms that the Egyptian Pit was a
classification adopted after the partial excavation of this particular area.2355 The initial
discussion of the area does not clearly distinguish between the depth for specific levels, but
includes the documentation of a mixed level, as well as a Protocorinthian layer.2356 The finds
isolated as part of the Protocorinthian layer, which included ivories, faience vase fragments, and
scarabs, clearly caused the area to start to be referred to as the Egyptian Pit—a classification that
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was adopted in several of the notes as a means of clarifying the area being excavated.2357 In the
discussion of finds attributed to the Egyptian Pit, the whole vases are discussed as being at a
depth of 52.2358 The level ends at a depth of 55 with a burnt strosis that has few bones and few
Protocorinthian sherds.2359
Payne proposed that the finds accumulated in the area to the east of the Hearth Building first,
and then were spread across the terrace.2360 The use of this area to dispose of the remains
throughout the Protocorinthian period is supported by the discovery of the earliest
Protocorinthian remains in this area of the temenos.2361 In Payne’s interpretation, the spreading
of the Protocorinthian level reflects the secondary deposition or leveling of the Protocorinthian
materials initially dumped to the east of the temple. While distinguishing the specific depths and
spans of the depositional episodes within the Protocorinthian layer is not possible as it was for
other deposits, I argue—based on the synthesis of the evidence outlined above—that four distinct
depositional episodes can be established within the Protocorinthian layer around the Hearth
Building.
The lowest level is a Protocorinthian votive deposit, Depositional Episode 1 (EP), that was
covered by a burnt layer, Depositional Episode 2 (EP). The remains may have been
concentrated in the area to the east of the temple, either as a result of gradual accumulation or
due to the clearing out of the materials from elsewhere at the site, but efforts would have had to
have been made to keep the two substrates separate. The burnt layer is particularly concentrated

2357

BSA Archive PER 1, p. 18.
BSA Archive PER 1, p. 18.
2359
BSA Archive PER 1, p. 18.
2360
Payne 1940, p. 117.
2361
Dunbabin 1962, p. 465.
2358

569

in the area around Wall G, suggesting either a more extensive concentration of the layer moving
away from the wall, possibly as a result of the concentration of the layer in this area prior to
spreading. Overall, the documentation of the evidence suggests a higher concentration of small
finds from the Protocorinthian layer, with some finds being isolated in the burnt layer, which was
also established as containing bone.
The level above, which contained another concentration of Protocorinthian materials,
represents Depositional Episode 3 (EP). Unfortunately, it is not possible to distinguish from the
documentation whether this level formed due to the accumulation of the materials to the east of
the temple, with the subsequent spreading occurring in a similar depositional episode, nor is it
clear the time frame within which these three episodes formed. However, the layer is discussed
as being outside the level of the wall, indicating it formed in conjunction with the structure’s
occupation, likely during the Protocorinthian period. The subsequent burnt layer, often
identified at a depth of 48 inches, is discussed as being located near the top of the surviving
portion of the walls; the placement suggests the formation of the layer, Depositional Episode 4
(EP), also occurred prior to the abandonment of the structure. It is all four of these episodes that
are conflated as Protocorinthian, making it difficult to more precisely date these reoccurring
layers. Sinn discussed this first terracing as occurring in the mid-7th century B.C., whereas
Menadier dates the level to the late 7th to early 6th centuries B.C.2362 It is possible both these
dates relate to the issues with the conflation of these different depositional episodes.
Evidence for a separate depositional episode consisting of similar materials from the
Protocorinthian period comes from another area isolated to the west of the polygonal wall. The
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area to the east of the Hearth Building is the location also referred to as the Egyptian Pit and is
the area documented most extensively in the publications and archival record.2363 However,
Menadier noted the issues with identifying the location of the Egyptian Pit, arguing that the
feature was also discussed as being to the west of the polygonal wall.2364 The area she refers to
can be conflated with the area identified as the “Egyptian Bothros” (Fig. 164). Located just to
the west of the south end of the polygonal wall, it is identified as being very deep, but Payne
concludes that it was “constructed later, to clean the site, as it is quite unstratified”.2365 The
deposit identified immediately to the east, running north to south along the length of the
polygonal wall, is the foundation trench associated with the late 5th century B.C. construction of
the wall.2366 The proximity of the foundation trench to the Egyptian Bothros, particularly
considering its construction prior to that of the wall, may explain the mixed concentration of
Egyptian remains as a mixture of the material from the four Protocorinthian depositional
episodes mentioned above, which were removed and redeposited during this construction,
making this Depositional Episode 5 (EP). Unfortunately, although the bothros is delineated
from the surrounding area by stones, there is no attributable outline of the finds or stratigraphy
from the feature in the archival record. Portions of Pits A and C extended into the area
associated with the Egyptian Bothros indicating the possible excavation of portions of the feature
within these units, but further speculation about the feature is not possible.
The cobble layer, identified at the northwestern corner of the structure, was tentatively
Protocorinthian in date; the cobbles were laid on thin cement, and Protocorinthian sherds were
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found between the two layers.2367 The layer’s limited extent and its inclusion in the
Protocorinthian level in several of the drawings does little to establish the relationship of the
floor with the materials accumulating to the east.2368 Around the northwestern corner of the
Hearth Building, the Protocorinthian level is established as coming up to the walls, and the
cobbling is outlined as resting on a level of white clay that is relatively thin and uniform.2369 The
white layer can be tentatively identified as the level referred to as cement in the publication, and
the Protocorinthian sherds were between these two layers. As little can be said about the relation
of the level to the episodes around the Hearth Building, both layers are classified here as
Depositional Episode 6 (EP); a similar cobble layer was documented in the area around the stairs
near the Sacred Pool, DE 4 (SP). The presence of this occupation layer in two areas on the
upper terrace is indicative of similar deposition as was represented by other white layers found
elsewhere at Perachora—such as DE 6 and DE 16, which were likely floors associated with
occupation phases and separated instances of the deposition of votives.2370 The presence of the
Protocorinthian cobble paving supports the spreading of the votives within the Protocorinthian
period, prior to the formation of the mixed layer above.
The upper layers in the area were not as extensively documented, as they did not include
concentrations of Egyptian materials, and were not classified as stratified. Few sherds were
found on the interior of the temple, or in the ash within the hearth; this caused Payne to conclude
that the area was regularly cleaned out and the levels were not discussed extensively.2371 The
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upper layers, which were mapped as extending across the area after the abandonment of the
structure, are discussed in relation to the broader Limenia Deposit below, but can be isolated as a
mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian deposit forming after the abandonment of the structure—
Depositional Episode 7 (EP), and a later mixed layer with Hellenistic remains—Depositional
Episode 8 (EP). While DE 7 (EP) cannot be traced across the entirety of the terrace as clearly as
was suggested in the final section drawing for the area (Figs. 150, 157, 177), it is likely that it is
the same layer identified in the area of the Sacred Pool, DE 3 (SP).
Prior to moving to the reconstruction of the Limenia Deposit, it is necessary to return to the
attribution of materials to the Egyptian Pit in Perachora II. At the beginning of the text,
Dunbabin outlines several issues with the stratigraphy established by Payne in his “Note on
Stratification”.2372 The brief paragraph places emphasis on the area to the eastern side of the
Hearth Building as the most stratified deposit of Protocorinthian material concentrated below the
burnt level.2373 Dunbabin’s discussion of the burnt level as above the Protocorinthian layer
predominantly comes from the notes on the excavation of the middle sector of the terrace, which
I address in the following reconstruction.2374 This points to the issue with the conflation of
several areas in the discussion of these levels in the publications. The notes on the stratigraphy
also classify the Egyptian Pit as a pocket in this area; finds are ascribed to both the deposit and
the Protocorinthian layer.2375 This is problematic as no clear pocket of Egyptian materials can be
established from the notes. However, the finds attributed to the layers in this reconstruction
differ from the finds attributed to the deposit by James.2376 This discontinuity is one of the key
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elements that caused Menadier to dismiss the clustering of Egyptian materials in the area, as well
as the ability to attribute the evidence to different levels or findspots.2377
However, there are several explanations that must be considered as contributing to these
discrepancies prior to dismissing their impact on our understanding of deposition in the area of
the Hearth Building. As established above, the pits used to excavate the Protocorinthian Stratum
to the east and northeast of the Hearth Building were conflated by Payne in his creation of the
section drawings and synthesis of the stratigraphy for the areas. While it is likely that the
additional documentation of the zimbeli for study in the field and museum permitted the
attribution of a number of these remains to specific levels and areas, the documentation of this
evidence in the publication was complicated by a variety of circumstances: James was working
from the notes taken by Pendlebury, which benefited from the knowledge of the materials gained
from the time spent studying the material in association with Payne and other individuals present
during excavations. As was reflected in the comparison of Payne’s manuscript to the
publication, a major issue with the Limenia materials was the fact that the object and plate
numbers were left blank as they had not been firmly established by the time Payne was writing.
Thus, these discrepancies in the object numbers presented by Dunbabin, versus those used by
James in the final publication, may reflect a failure to account for changes in the numbering of
the catalogue rather than inaccuracies in the attribution of individual objects.
Support for this comes from the analysis of an object from the Egyptian area, Vase 127,
which was mentioned above. The example is clearly attributed to the Egyptian Pit in the notes
and catalogue, but examination shows an acquisition number in pencil of 133, suggesting
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numbers were changed at some point during the analysis of the objects.2378 It is difficult to trace
this possibility, particularly for the scarabs, as the original associations from the field are not
preserved and the objects were not labeled directly. Although the discrepancies in the
assemblage are the reason a correlation was not drawn between episodes and depositional
assemblages here, my reconstruction of these episodes cautions against the outright dismissal of
these associations presented in the publications.
9.5.2c. The Limenia Deposit and the Neighboring Areas
As outlined above, the Limenia Deposit is the broader grouping applied to the layers
spanning the temenos on the upper terrace that associated with the deposit. Using the
depositional episodes outlined for the eastern and western sides of Area 3, it is possible to map
the differences and similarities in deposition across the terrace, establishing depositional
episodes connecting both sides of Area 3. Unlike the Sacred Pool and Egyptian Deposit, my
review of the evidence from this section of the deposit did not reveal the isolation of any other
deposits, nor were the materials those that were focused on as part of the review of the deposit in
the publications. However, my review of the evidence makes it possible to explore whether any
clustering or patterning is indicative of depositional episodes that inform our understanding of
the difference in deposition on the two sides of the terrace. Comparing these episodes helps me
establish what the evidence for deposition can tell us about the origin, storage, and treatment of
the votives, which informs my conclusions about maintenance in the subsequent chapter.
In various discussions of the Limenia Deposit, the relationship between the creation of a
level surface, the disposal of a large concentration of debris, and the disposal of votives within

2378

Dunbabin 1962, pp. xvii, 28.
575

the bounds appropriate for sacred debris is treated as largely understood.2379 In order to establish
the sequence for depositional episodes and the architecture on the terrace, my analysis starts with
the reconstruction of depositional episodes in respect to the Protocorinthian layer. As was
established for the Protocorinthian Stratum around the Hearth Building, the evidence supports
the identification of reoccurring episodes of disposal in the Protocorinthian period. However, the
broad-scale reinterpretation of the Protocorinthian layer as part of the Limenia Deposits has
outlined this section of the deposit as possibly predating the Hearth Building’s construction.2380
While the downdating of various materials from Perachora supports some revisions in dating, the
proposal that the level spanning the entire terrace was earlier than the building is in conflict with
the absence of the layer on the interior of the structure and the distinctly unlevel nature of the fill
to the northeast and east of the building. Furthermore, as I note above, there are two
Protocorinthian levels, likely reflecting distinct dating and for the portion of the level to the west
of the polygonal wall, the area was discussed as having both stratified and unstratified sections.
As the reconstruction of the area to the east of the Hearth Building outlines, the deposition in
this area included a layer of votives concentrated below a burnt layer (DE 1 (EP)), as well as a
layer of votives concentrated above (DE 3 (EP)). However, to the west of the polygonal wall,
the Protocorinthian layer is predominantly discussed as being below the burnt layer. Crosscomparing these layers with the documentation of the Protocorinthian layer to the west is
necessary to establish differences in the deposition of these layers.
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Payne established that the average depth of the Limenia Deposit, including the mixed layer
and the Protocorinthian layer, was 35 to 40 inches.2381 However, to the east and northeast of the
Hearth Building, the Protocorinthian layer is outlined as spanning roughly 35 inches, while on
the western side of the temenos, the level is outlined as spanning roughly 10–12 inches.2382 The
general review of the depths suggests the layer of Protocorinthian materials becomes thinner
moving to the west.2383 Thus, the evidence for the layers in various pits excavated in the middle
of the terrace provides the best documentation informing our understanding of the relationship
between the two areas, particularly in respect to the presence of one versus two layers, and the
thinning of the layer in certain areas.
The Limenia Deposit, including the burnt strosis and Protocorinthian layer, was excavated
both in large sections and in smaller pits/trenches that were continuously expanded or
combined.2384 The relation of these levels to the architecture and excavation units isolated on the
terrace provides a good starting point for mapping the Protocorinthian layer (Figs. 175, 177). As
noted above, various architecture is present on the upper terrace, including Walls A1, B1, and
A2, the Ashlar Complex, the Hellenistic Houses, and various other walls and partially preserved
structures (Figs. 156, 166).2385 As the review of the archival material reflects, the isolation and
identification of the architecture on several plans from the terrace allows for the isolation of the
pits used to excavate the area. Building on the reconstruction established previously, the best
starting point for the analysis of deposition in this area is the documentation of the evidence from
the pits to the west of the polygonal wall. The isolation of Pits A–E shows the concentration of
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these units on the terrace’s eastern side, just to the west of the polygonal wall (Figs. 158–159).
As the polygonal wall disturbed portions of the deposit isolated along the western side of the
Hearth Building, this area provides the most insight into the extent of the disturbance, the
relation with the depositional episodes to the east, and the preservation of the contiguous
episodes to the west.
Based on the documentation from Pit A, the burnt layer spans approximately 46–56 inches,
but contained a mix of materials, suggesting this refers to both the burnt and Protocorinthian
materials.2386 The discussion of a few bones in the area just above the burnt layer, and a higher
concentration at a lower level suggests the bones were associated with the burnt stratum and
were discussed as part of the more general description of the two conflated layers. The extent of
the lowest Protocorinthian layer is identified from a depth of 55–60, suggesting the area was less
disturbed than the layers above, as was the case on both ends of the terrace.2387 Pits A and C are
in the area in which the Egyptian Bothros was isolated, which could explain some of the extent
of mixing noted in the area; unfortunately, no concentration of materials from a “bothros” or
hollow is discussed in the notes.
The comparison of this documentation to the levels isolated in Pit B indicates that the levels
were less mixed, or easier to isolate in Pit B. Unfortunately, the trench is large, and the specific
location being excavated within the pit is not always clearly established. In the earliest
documentation, the burnt layer is much thinner, with a mix of Protocorinthian and Corinthian
materials isolated above, and pure Protocorinthian isolated below.2388 The pure Protocorinthian
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spans the same depth established to the east, 55–65, while the mixed layer spans a depth of 50–
55.2389 The burnt layer is not assigned as span, but is identified at a depth of 55 suggesting it is a
very thin layer separating the two.2390 This also points to the use of the burnt layer as a
distinguishing level between the two similar layers. A number of remains are isolated just above
the burnt in Pit B including a bronze horse, two ivory seals, and a fibula in one area;2391 in
another area above the burnt, the finds include fine ware (such as the plate with a rabbit and tree,
a Late Protocorinthian pyxis lid, and a very fine Argive shoulder fragment), coarse ware (such as
a red ware neck fragment), and an ivory ram.2392 The layer below the burnt strosis is described
as being pure Protocorinthian; the finds, which were thickest at a depth of 67, included ivory
seals, bronze pins/geometric fibula fragments, terracotta figurine fragments, scarabs, etc.2393 For
the extension of Pit B—Pit BI—the finds are documented as coming from the burnt layer, and
below the burnt.2394 A Corinthian and Attic layer were identified above; the Attic layer was also
noted as being continuous with that from Pit A.2395 In Pit E, the burnt strosis is identified at a
lower depth, spanning 60–65 inches.2396 These depths indicate that the layers sloped down to the
north, as well as thinned out. While Payne does note that the layers quickly shifted from
stratified to unstratified from one meter to the next, the general uniformity able to be established
across these pits suggests this was due to concentrated disturbance of these large layers.
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The isolation of the Protocorinthian level in this area was complicated by the disturbances
associated with the construction of various architecture on the terrace.2397 This includes Walls
A1 and A2, which rested on sterile soil.2398 These two segments of rubble wall, running east to
west, were interrupted by a later segment of wall classified as B1.2399 The excavation of this
stretch of wall, including Walls A1, B1, and A2, has been attributed to Pit B, or Nikola and
Vasili.2400 The notes from the 1932 season document the area around the polygonal wall and
outline that no sherds were found under the earlier wall indicating the area was cleared down to
virgin soil for construction.2401 The wall is described as similar in construction to the Hearth
Building and is dated to roughly the same period.2402 The burnt strosis and Protocorinthian layer
are discussed as abutting the Walls A1 and A2;2403 here, the burnt layer is outlined as a thin
layer, 4 cm thick, with Protocorinthian above.2404 Below this is a clayey brown earth with few
sherds and some burnt.2405 The levels suggest that the Protocorinthian layers, including the burnt
layer, formed in conjunction with the wall, which went out of use by the 5th century B.C.2406
This evidence makes it possible to establish depositional episodes for the sterile soil—
Depositional Episode 0 (LD), the Protocorinthian directly above—Depositional Episode 1 (LD),
the burnt layer above—Depositional Episode 2 (LD), and a second Protocorinthian layer with
some mixing—Depositional Episode 3 (LD). Despite the layers being less consistently
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preserved than in the area to the east, the levels coincide with the depositional episodes
established around the Hearth Building. In addition, the upper layers mentioned include both a
mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian layer—Depositional Episode 5 (LD), as well as a later,
Hellenistic to Protocorinthian mixed layer above—Depositional Episode 6 (LD). These levels
coincide with DE 7 (EP)/DE 3 (SP) and DE 8 (EP), respectively. However, the second burnt
layer in this area—Depositional Episode 4 (LD)—raises questions about the state of the terrace
at the time of deposition.
Menadier argued that the burnt strosis, which I isolated as DE 4 (EP), identified at a depth
of 48 around the Hearth Building should be associated with the later building phase on the
terrace.2407 She argues that this association is supported by the evidence of a burnt layer, DE 4
(LD), above Wall A1.2408 A later [Roman] wall is shown as crossing over Wall A1.2409 The
foundations of this wall is roughly 12 inches above the burnt strosis to the west, but lower on the
opposite side.2410 On the opposite side, the burnt strosis’ absence for a space is attributed to the
construction of the polygonal wall.2411 The burnt is also classified as running under B1 and was
able to be isolated after several blocks were removed.2412 The placement of the upper burnt layer
suggests it was spread at a later date, but not necessarily after these earlier walls had gone out of
use, and certainly prior to the formation of the later architecture. I argue that despite these slight
differences, the episode coincides with the formation of the burnt and mixed levels above Level
48 to the east in association with the Protocorinthian activity. Thus, the stratigraphy from the
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area to the west of the foundation trench of the polygonal wall, although less extensively
discussed, shows little difference from the depositional episodes identified to the east of the
polygonal wall.
The documentation of the sections abutting the polygonal wall for several of the pits also
provides evidence that some of the contamination causing the stratigraphy across the terrace to
be questioned during the excavations can be reconciled as the product of isolated disturbances.
For instance, the section of Pit B excavated along the polygonal wall was excavated as part of the
larger deposit, but eventually isolated from the surrounding layers as a foundation trench.
Baskets from the middle sector and burnt layer, near the polygonal wall, were analyzed and
described as containing stray dated pieces; the location of the excavations suggests that these
baskets likely contained finds that can be attributed to this construction activity.2413 The
discussion of finds from the middle sector shows the north-south excavation of the area near the
polygonal wall.2414 The notes establish that the finds included more Corinthian than
Protocorinthian materials; the notes document finds from both sides of the wall, noting the
materials coming from the level associated with the top of the wall and the surrounding
Corinthian level. 2415 This level is described as extending “about 1 ft below level of top of last
block of polygonal wall;” a few Protocorinthian sherds were found, but the majority was
Corinthian and there is no indication in the notes as to a transition to a different level below.2416
However, in the publication, Payne noted that the foundation trench continued for approximately
20 cm to the east of the polygonal wall, towards the Hearth Building, and was trenched below
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the Protocorinthian level to sterile soil.2417 Based on these notes, it is likely that the 5th century
B.C. contamination mentioned in the notes is actually restricted to this area; while the trench and
subsequent infill—Depositional Episode 7 (LD)—completely interrupted the continuation of the
layers isolated around the Hearth Building to the west, the layers were able to be distinguished
elsewhere, indicating limited disturbance.
The state of publication and documentation for the area on the far western side of the terrace
makes it difficult to establish the same level of cross-comparison. In the analysis of the Sacred
Pool, it is possible to establish from several plans that the Protocorinthian layer, which was
isolated as DE 2 (SP) in the area of the pool, stops at the level of the mud below the stairs. This
indicates that the formation of the Sacred Pool either cut through the Protocorinthian layer or the
spreading of the Protocorinthian layer was concentrated around, but not within, the area of the
pool. Based on the tracing of the layer, the first Protocorinthian level, DE 1 (LD), was spread
across the entire upper terrace and that the top of the slope did not mark a distinguished temenos
in the Protocorinthian period. The areas of the Hellenistic houses and Ashlar Complex, which
are referenced as resulting in extensive disturbance and resting on large concentrations of votive
fill, were not able to be mapped using the archival notes. A brief outline of the transition
between the areas comes from the documentation of the bastion; here it is noted that the
construction cut deep into the layers, but that the Protocorinthian and burnt, DE 2 (LD), were
present in several areas below the architecture.2418
The evidence indicates that the pond, rather than the eastern ashlar wall, marks the end of the
spreading of the depositional episodes in the Protocorinthian period. Thus, the connection
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Payne 1940, p. 116.
BSA Archive PER 4, pp. 41–43.
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between the three areas provides a more complex picture of deposition than has previously been
discussed, with the large layers of votives and burnt materials being spread in conjunction with
the occupation and use of the terrace and Hearth Building, as well as possibly the Sacred Pool.
9.6. Concluding Remarks
Past emphasis on the deposits identified in Area 3 has focused on the datable ceramics,
ivories, scarabs, and other Egyptianizing materials as evidence for the use of the terrace in
conjunction with the other developments occurring at the site, such as shifting of activities from
one terrace to the other, the removal of debris from the lower terrace, or the use of the upper
terrace for dining/sacrificial practices. The state of the stratigraphy, however, supports several
distinctions in deposition and leveling across the terrace that provides a different picture of the
on-going deposition and use of the terrace throughout the occupation of the sanctuary.
For instance, there were several episodes of deposition occurring in the Protocorinthian
period that are represented across the entirety of Area 3. These included instance of deposition
of votives/other materials, burnt material, votives/other materials, and then another layer of burnt
material. In addition to the similarity of the layers, there is an indication in difference in
deposition with the materials being concentrated to the east of the Hearth Building and then
spread to the west. This scenario is supported by the difference in the types and concentrations
of the materials in the area around the structure, as well as the finds documented to the west of
the polygonal wall are more fragmentary, scattered, and in lower concentrations. However, the
layers to the west of the polygonal wall represent a continuation of the same layers that cannot be
clearly traced past the eastern ashlar wall. The more substantial disturbance in the
Protocorinthian levels in the area above the slope leading to the pool provides evidence of the
mixing and redeposition of several layers, particularly in the area below the Hellenistic Houses.
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While there is less disturbance of the Protocorinthian layer on the slope, the discussion of burnt
is not clear enough to establish how many layers represented to the west continued in this area.
However, the layer has some relation to the Sacred Pool, but is not represented within or above
the bounds of the feature, indicating that the deposition of the bronzes and other materials within
the Sacred Pool was representative of a distinct instance of deposition predating or occurring in
conjunction with this Protocorinthian deposition. Payne’s focus on the areas to the east and west
reflects his awareness of the differences in the clustering and concentration of votives in these
areas, while his final treatment of everything as part of the Limenia Deposit reflects his
recognition of the continuity in these early depositional episodes. By reconstructing these
elements, it becomes clear that the deposition on the terrace cannot be generally attributed to
large-scale building phases.
Although it was suggested for the lower terrace, the evidence from the upper terrace
highlights the impact of lost documentation on our understanding of deposition for Perachora,
particularly in respect to object distribution and association. As Payne’s documentation of the
stratigraphy was greatly informed by observations made by the workmen, site foremen, and
students, it is likely that the splitting of the remains into zimbeli for further study reflected
information on the find spots that would greatly change our understanding of the site. This
information was utilized in some form in the manuscript and in James’ analysis of the Egyptian
finds. In this respect, the absence of this information in the publications likely reflects a
conscious decision to utilize, but not clearly preserve the documentation, resulting in several
inconsistencies in the evidence presented in the archival record versus the final publications. In
particular, Payne’s observations and drawings show an interest in understanding deposition on
the terrace that is absent from the presentation of the Limenia assemblage in its final form.
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At the same time, some of the contradictions, such as Payne’s discussion of the same layers
as wash and leveling fill for construction, reflect how Payne was still grappling with the
interpretation of the stratigraphy across the terrace. His aim to synthesize the layers in order to
create a linear narrative of the occupation and modification of the space is reflected in his use
additional classifications in the archival record that are not carried over to his synthesized
discussion of the stratigraphy. Understanding how the perception of the stratigraphy was
changed helps establish why subsequent scholars have had such issues with understanding the
relationships between these layers. In addition, reconstructing the evidence more
comprehensively provides the evidence necessary to reconsider these critiques from a
depositional perspective.
The area of the upper terrace has been reinterpreted as an appropriate dumping ground for
sacred remains on the basis of the identification of the space as serving an auxiliary function for
the sanctuary at Perachora. Explanations of the accumulation of the votives on the upper terrace
are linked to not only interpretations of the function of various structures on the terrace, but also
the attribution of the votives to a single cult. The speculation that the finds were brought up
from the lower terrace cannot be dismissed, but raises several questions: why bring them
continuously, as is indicated by the earliest remains being brought first and the reoccurring
deposition? Why cluster the materials to the east of the Hearth Building? And why carry the
remains so far away when other options were available for deposition?
I consider these broader questions as part of my high-level analysis of the maintenance
practices occurring at Perachora. Using the low- and medium-level inferences established
through the application of my methodology herein, I go on to reconstruct how these depositional
episodes are related to maintenance practices.
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PART III. Reconstructing Maintenance: High-Level Inferences about On-going Practices
at Perachora and Beyond
My study has thus far used both low- and medium-level inferences to distinguish
depositional episodes for the upper and lower terraces at Perachora. In this process, I isolated
various depositional attributes (e.g., deposit location, size, shape, and sediment color/texture) that
allowed me to equate the layers—white, sand, mud, burnt—and the associated assemblages
referenced by Payne with depositional episodes. By reconsidering depositional attributes for
votive deposits (e.g., grouping, dumping, leveling, fragmentation, association, selection) in
conjunction with other evidence for deposition, I move away from using the classification of
“votive deposit” to isolate these features from the broader discussion of stratigraphy.
Considering the stratigraphic evidence more comprehensively in my reconstruction of
depositional episodes allows my subsequent, high-level analysis to consider the array of
purposes that deposition serves as part of on-going site maintenance practices.
For Perachora, past focus on select named deposits, occupation phases, and subsets of the site
assemblage has produced a mischaracterization of the site’s history of deposition and caused
maintenance to be considered indirectly from a narrow perspective. Our current understanding
of deposition for Perachora is governed not only by the value attributed to the objects, but also to
specific activities that I perceive as maintenance—e.g., transport, selection, cleaning-out, and
leveling. Unfortunately, the value ascribed to these practices varies depending on the research
interest being investigated, and the resulting discussion of maintenance activities in such studies
does little to establish how or why correlations should be drawn between the evidence, practices,
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and value-laden narratives. My high-level reconstruction of site maintenance still takes into
consideration the value ascribed to votive deposits, but utilizes the contextualization and crosscomparison of depositional episodes to reevaluate the actions and circumstances that precipitate
deposition, such as the availability of space or clustering of like objects. By reconsidering
under-emphasized evidence for the archaeological record at Perachora, I present analysis that
supplements, as well as challenges, our current understanding of the named votive deposits from
the site, while assessing the benefits and limitations of working with legacy data.
Utilizing my in-depth reconstruction of the named votive deposits established in Part II, I
will now draw high-level inferences about maintenance, or the activities and strategies serving to
facilitate and preserve a functioning sanctuary. My investigation deviates from standard
perceptions of maintenance because I consider the practices and people impacting sacred space
as part of a system of maintenance. In other words, I do not focus on where the leveling of a fill
was conducted by worshipers or workmen, or if the selection of materials was governed by cult
personnel, but rather address how activities that required manpower and investment, like the
transport of votives and separation of remains from distinct religious practices, are attested at
Perachora. By focusing on an archaeological perception of maintenance reconstructed using
deposition, I have sought to avoid falsely divorcing the analysis of the stratigraphic evidence
from the consideration of the actions producing votive deposits. As a result, my high-level
analysis relates the archaeological evidence for maintenance to religious practices. I argue that
reconstructing the depositional history for Perachora in relation to maintenance allows for the
evidence to be used investigation broader questions, such as where and how votives were
collected for deposition—in occupied space, or at the periphery, in heaps or pits, concentrated or
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spread out—and makes it possible to reconsider our understanding of the role of maintenance in
the perception and delineation of sacred space in antiquity.
In this final part, my archaeology of maintenance is subdivided into two sections. Chapter 10
discusses depositional episodes for Perachora in terms of maintenance practices. In contrast to
previous studies, I not only consider named votive deposits but also other depositional evidence,
such as burnt layers and occupation surfaces. Doing so contextualizes the characterization of
deposition in votive deposits through the comparison of these episodes to the broader site
stratigraphy. I also investigate spatial relations within and across deposits by reconsidering
attributes for the assemblage for depositional episodes, ranging from fragmentation to
association, which allows me to reconstruct overlooked factors informing the deposition of
votives and other remains.
My study of Perachora demonstrates that understanding the longue durée of deposition at a
site informs our understanding of deposition as an aspect of maintenance, allowing me to
investigate a range of practices, including the leveling of fill over occupied space in association
with “standard” occupation rather than renovations, as well as the reoccurring deposition of burnt
and votive remains separately in different locations throughout the sanctuary’s occupation.
However, in order to understand if this is a site-specific occurrence or practice informed by
shared constraints, it is necessary to consider deposition in a broader framework. Chapter 11
broadens the scope of analysis, critically discussing the contributions of my archaeology of
maintenance for Perachora toward our understanding of Greek religious practices. I argue that
the maintenance of space can provide insight into not only the practices occurring in a specific
sanctuary, but also the way these spaces were thought about in antiquity. I contextualize the
reconstruction of maintenance for Perachora with respect to the broader scholarship on Greek
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sanctuaries by addressing how the evidence supports or alters the current dialogue on votive
deposits, as well as how it avoids falling into the trap of trying to establish the religious and
practical significance attributed to deposition.
My consideration of the findings from Perachora in relation to broader research concerns
frames the potential of my depositional approach for changing how we understand activity
centers and the maintenance of sacred space in regard to both specific events and over time. I
link the depositional activities and processes for Perachora to circumstances under which they
occurred and, more generally, to the maintenance activities that may have been an accepted part
of sanctuary practices, showing the benefits of applying my methodology and the potential of its
use in the reevaluation of other data sets.
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Chapter 10. Defining a System of Maintenance for Perachora
10.1. Introduction
Despite the lack of direct focus on maintenance in the scholarship, interpretations of deposits
implicitly discuss maintenance strategies by offering explanations linking the treatment of
votives to tasks that serve to regulate and sustain the use of a space. In this respect, deposition
and maintenance are linked through the perception that the formation of votive deposits serves to
organize the related space, in this case the sacred center, allowing it to continue to operate as
desired. However, as is the case with Perachora, maintenance is often addressed peripherally,
resulting in varied perceptions of the objective of defining maintenance. Approaches typically
attempt to answer the “who” question—exploring the aspects informing which decisions are
made, who made them, and what regulations inform these choices—which has resulted in an
emphasis on the assemblage, particularly the value attributed to votives, in determining how/why
votives ended up where they are found. My methodology offers a different approach. In this
chapter, I use my reconstruction of maintenance practices occurring at Perachora to reevaluate
the interpretations of votive deposits presented as part of these past analyses.
Approaching maintenance to reconstruct the decision-making processes that informed
deposition typically necessitates a focus on agency in sacred space. In the case of named votive
deposits, it is often apparent that objects contained in these features were consciously and
deliberately grouped together when deposited. However, it is not quite clear who had the right to
make the maintenance decisions governing the formation of these deposits, such as requesting
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the deposition of imports or “cheap” votives, and who was responsible for selecting and
disposing of the votives, such as religious personnel selecting votives for direct disposal or
ordering the disposal of votives, possibly by workmen, as part of leveling fills.2419 Although
these questions are important to consider, the methods used to investigate maintenance in
relation to these concerns are often speculative in nature. Rather than focusing on the who and
implications of value, I argue that it is beneficial to pay more attention to the effect maintenance
decisions had on physically shaping sacred space, the utilization of space, and, more generally,
the experience worshippers had when visiting a sanctuary (e.g., what spaces were appropriate to
utilize for deposition and was this a visible and active part of the experience). In order to
reconstruct depositional practices from the perspective of the archaeological evidence, I use
depositional episodes to talk more concretely about how deposition is indicative of specific types
of maintenance.
As established in the application of my methodology, instances of deposition—isolated
herein as depositional episodes—are more prevalent than has previously been acknowledged in
the consideration of the stratigraphy and deposits for Perachora. Our limited understanding of
the maintenance of sacred sites through deposition makes it problematic to draw associations
between events or circumstances prompting deposition without first addressing the relationships
between depositional episodes. As part of my revaluation of these episodes as evidence for
maintenance I revisit interpretations of the named deposits emphasized in these past approaches,
establishing how past approaches have defined ‘maintenance’ at the site through the analysis of
votive deposits, and how my reconstruction of the evidence changes our understanding of these
practices.

2419

Avramidou 2016; Barringer 2021; Ekroth et al. forthcoming.
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At Perachora, the association of named deposits with occupation phases was of interest to the
excavators and subsequent scholars as evidence for the dedicatory practices represented at the
site, as well as the development of the sanctuary over time. The deposits and rebuilding phases
on the terraces have been linked to specific events, such as the renovations associated with
specific periods of wealth and the growth of the sanctuary or dealing with the destruction
associated with natural disasters or human exploits. By prioritizing the assemblages from named
deposits associated with the major occupation phases of a sanctuary, rather than assembling the
evidence for the depositional attributes of the deposit, past approaches have neglected to analyze
the evidence in a way that allows us to consider how the formation of these deposits is part of a
larger system of maintenance practices.
In the case of Perachora, interpretations dealing with specific deposits or subsets of the
depositional assemblages have engaged with answering two broad questions that remain of note
herein: 1) are the objects votives/what were the objects used for; and 2) how did the objects end
up where they were found? Although not referred to as part of maintenance, the logistical
problems of maintaining a sanctuary have been considered peripherally for Perachora. Despite
this interest, the named deposits have been discussed abstractly as providing evidence for the
clean-out of the sanctuaries and as offering insights into storage and display practices associated
with the use-life of the votives incorporated into these deposits. In many cases, interpretations
have argued for either deliberate selection or haphazard incorporation of votives into deposits. I
also address how these juxtaposing classifications, combined with the focus on votives and
votive deposits in exclusion promote the mischaracterization of maintenance. By addressing
these interpretations in conjunction with my reconsideration of the evidence depositional
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episodes provide for maintenance, I am able to use the data set constructed from the application
of my methodology to reevaluate accepted interpretations of the practices occurring at Perachora.
In addition, reevaluations of how the deposits relate to the overall maintenance of the
sanctuary have been hindered by a lack of interest in isolating instances of deposition that either
did not contain votives or contained votives but differed in their composition. My identification
of the absence of evidence in the primary publications that was documented in the field
notebooks and my use of this legacy data to identify multiple strata within the named deposits
makes it evident that the focus on votives and votive deposits in exclusion has been detrimental
to our understanding of the stratigraphy and practices at Perachora. For example, the evidence
for burnt remains associated with sacrifice/dining was not discussed extensively in the primary
publications. The discussion of these layers and the associated practices is also absent in the
archival record, and the available documentation of the burnt materials and faunal remains in
respect to the stratigraphy has been neglected due to a stronger focus on reevaluating votive
materials in isolation. Comparing the depositional episodes from the named deposits at
Perachora, it is possible to reconsider how aspects of deposition, such as the relation of votives
and burnt remains as well as the state of preservation and distribution of the objects, shed light
on the circumstances and activities impacting the formation of these deposits.
Interest in socio-economic value of the votives at Perachora, ranging from the religious
significance to the economic worth ascribed to objects, has also affected interpretations of the
maintenance associated with the formation of select features. Select named deposits, including
the Sacred Pool, Southeast Deposit, and Fibula Deposit, provide evidence of the deposition of a
narrower selection of materials than was seen in the other votive deposits at Perachora. As a
result, these three deposits were analyzed less extensively as independent features and, instead,
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were drawn on as evidence in broader reconstructions of religious and economic practices.
Similarly, emphasis on deposits isolated as evidence of discrete instances of deposition, such as
foundation deposits, often focuses on how the feature informs our understanding of the
foundation of a cult or major renovations; the interpretation of the deposit as evidence for
primary deposition is ascribed value based on the content of the deposit; this focus on content as
defining worth has also impacted the significance attributed to other votive deposits. For
instance, some deposits, such as the Sacred Pool and Egyptian Pit, were isolated as noteworthy
on the basis of the disposal of a selection of ‘rich’ objects, including metals or imports, while
others, such as the Southeast Deposit and Akraia Deposit, were classified as rubbish dumps
based on the presence of predominantly ‘cheap’ or fragmentary votives, including ceramics and
terracotta miniatures.2420 These interpretations reflect how deposits are used or dismissed in
considerations of maintenance in sacred space based on their identification as features formed in
relation to a specific function.
My reconstruction of maintenance for the named deposits and the comparison of the
evidence with that from the larger area associated with the deposits challenges these current
perceptions of disposal at Perachora. Approaches have stressed that interpretations of the
circumstances and situations prompting the removal of votives and other substrates from sight
must be substantiated by evidence, but I argue that a more comprehensive understanding of the
practices informing maintenance is necessary to substantiate interpretations of votive deposits
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Reevaluations of the nature and association of the named deposits at Perachora have been
influenced by shifting perceptions of the mandates governing the treatment of votives in sacred
space, as well as the value ascribed to these materials at the end of their use-life. This has been
impacted by changing perceptions of votives, ritual, and deposition, as addressed in Part I. For an
overview of the issue of valuation in archaeology, see Bailey 1998. For revaluations of
perceptions of cheap votives, see Ekroth 2003; Pilz 2011.
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and the associated deposition. The depositional episodes that I have reconstructed for Perachora
establish attributes—such as the relation of stratigraphic layers to one another, to the topography,
and to the architecture—that inform our understanding of selection and patterning evident in
these named deposits. Considering the evidence as part of an archaeology of maintenance allows
me to make suggestions about the treatment of dedications based on aspects like association and
state of preservation at the time of deposition. As part of the reconstruction of these maintenance
practices, I consider aspects ranging from frequency (reoccurring, single instance) to manner
(sweeping, clustering, leveling, dumping) of deposition. My investigation of these elements
addresses how the logistics governing deposition are part of the parameters informing the
maintenance of votives. For instance, the use of space, whether as an activity area or dumping
ground, is a major attribute informing the maintenance strategies employed at Perachora. Using
the reconstructed depositional episodes for Perachora from the Geometric to Hellenistic periods,
I draw high-level inferences about maintenance practices at the site, such as the deliberate choice
to delineate types of dedications or different dedicatory substrates during disposal.
In my systematic approach to maintenance, I use the depositional episodes outlined for both
terraces, making comparisons between the instances of deposition represented at the site. My
references to individual episodes employ the same classifications used in Part II. Owing to the
nature of the evidence for Areas 1 and 2, I did not distinguish the episodes in relation to
individual deposits, and I do not do so here; instead, I add the abbreviation LT—lower terrace—
in parentheses to denote that these episodes are all from this terrace. I use the same
abbreviations as those I employed in the reconstruction in Chapter 9 to distinguish the episodes
in relation to the deposits on the upper terrace—SP for Sacred Pool, EP for Egyptian Pit, and LD
for Limenia Deposit. Maintaining these references makes it easier to link this high-level analysis
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back to the more extensive review of the evidence in the application of the low- and mediumlevel analysis. In addition, it allows me to utilize the depositional episodes while broadening the
scope back to the consideration of the evaluations of individual votive deposits.
Instead of evidence for selection predominantly governed by accumulation, renovation, or
expansion, the episodes represented across the site indicate that the circumstances and situations
prompting deposition were strongly associated with actions and circumstances that preserved the
association of object types and substrates through specific maintenance practices. As part of the
application of an archaeology of maintenance, I propose that the named deposits provide
evidence for practices driven by actions that inform and were informed by the logistics of
everyday and long-term maintenance in sacred spaces, both practical and prescribed. Based on
the stratigraphic analysis of how different types of artifacts and substances were treated (i.e., as
votives and sacrificial/dining debris), my more systematic study of practices associated with
deposition offers a better avenue for analyzing deposits as evidence for the spectrum of
maintenance practices occurring at Perachora.
10.2. The Logistics of Maintenance: Reevaluating Perceptions of Accumulation and Disposal
Hypothesizing about the circumstances prompting deposition is not new; however, selective
consideration the evidence from named deposits has perpetuated assumptions about the manner
of deposition without defining the full spectrum of logistics informing our understanding of the
role of accumulation and disposal in the creation of votive deposits. For instance, a deposit
facilitating the disposal of accumulated votives considered to be rubbish could be placed at the
periphery; alternatively, the need to deal with accumulation in association with a new building
phase could prompt the clean-out of a sanctuary. In these narratives, assumptions about location,
manner, and circumstance have been linked to deposits, which are then used by scholars as
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concrete evidence for deposition prompted by a specific event or circumstance. These
interpretations often emphasize investment in dedicated, displayed, stored, and ritually deposited
votives, while disassociating notions of investment from select deposits through the
interpretation of deposition as a means of disposing of votives that are no longer wanted within
the sphere of active use, resulting in their incorporation into heaps or fill. While various
arguments have proposed these scenarios in interpretations of the record from Perachora, the
question still remains—what evidence supports these claims and how do we differentiate
between the circumstances prompting deposition? By failing to consider deposition more
comprehensively, these arguments present a reductive view of deposition. I argue that this issue
can be rectified through the consideration of the evidence for deposition as representative of a
spectrum of phases or types of maintenance.
In the case of Perachora, the named deposits have been associated with chronological and
architectural phases, as well as activity areas. The extent and bounds of these major named
deposits were thus predominantly defined by the architecture, rather than stratigraphy. The
association of a deposit with specific architecture was used to draw conclusions about the
situation and circumstances informing the creation of these features. Deposits were then
attributed to activities ranging from expansion phases to the deliberate clearing out of
accumulated votives. As a result, perceptions of accumulation and disposal have remained
inseparable from the consideration of instances of modification, restoration, and expansion. The
abstract and conflated discussion of these issues has also impacted the perception of deposition
in these deposits.
Considering evidence for investment in maintenance moves away from conflating the value
in deposition with the classification of the deposit based on its content or architectural
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association. As part of my reevaluation of the circumstances and situations informing
maintenance, I consider the investment reflected in individual depositional episodes divorced
from notions of value that have hindered our understanding of the site’s practices.
Interpretations also have also wavered between attributing deposits to either practical
disposal or ritual removal. Actions identified as a product of practical constraints have not
typically been interpreted as indicative of high investment, particularly as part of the discussion
of maintenance. When explaining where votives were deposited and why, notions of practicality
have informed considerations of the existence of sacred rubbish. For instance, the placement of
the deposits at Perachora’s periphery, specifically on the upper terrace, has been used to raise the
question as to whether heaps of rubbish, including votives, were simply allowed to accumulate in
out of the way, less frequented areas. Associating accumulation with rubbish is common,
impacting perceptions of not only votive deposits located at the periphery of the utilized sacred
space, but also layers that were spread across the terraces. For instance, interpretations of the
named deposits at Perachora have argued that several of the deposits, including the Akraia and
Limenia Deposits, should be interpreted as leveling fills consisting of carelessly dumped, tossed,
and thrown away votives. While disposed of within the bounds of the sanctuary, these deposits
are discussed in a way that assumes these features were not placed or constructed out of care or
deliberation.2421 As a result, in many interpretations, being out of the way is a factor that has
been seen as the same for deposition at the periphery and deposition across larger areas.
However, my archaeology of maintenance considers how disposal at the periphery, particularly
at Perachora where this would have required an investment in manpower to move votives
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The point of transition resulting in the deposition of votives is a difficult aspect to isolate
archaeologically and interpretations are often value laden. For discussion of the issues with
classifications of votive deposits, see Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1b.
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between and across terraces, provides evidence for investment in at various stages of on-going
maintenance in the sanctuary.
I also consider episodes on both terraces in regard to how these areas were used. Despite
deposits and activities from the two terraces being juxtaposed in interpretations, the depositional
evidence indicates that the activities on the two terraces have distinct overlap; in fact, my
systematic consideration of the evidence shows continuity in maintenance that is indicative of
shared parameters governing the formation of the deposits on the two terraces. For other
sanctuaries, the investigation into deposition is particularly pronounced in respect to identifying
activity areas used for specific religious practices, such as feasting, processions, incubation,
asylum, and sacrifice, as well as the direct association of materials with the sanctuary, typically
on the temple interior or below walls as foundation or ritual deposits. Although these topics
have been discussed in relation to the evidence from at Perachora, the evidence for deposition
has predominantly been used to suggest the movement of activities, such as sacrifice/dining,
between the two terraces.
My reevaluation of the association of deposition with the sanctuary’s occupation indicates
that disposal was a more present, visible, and on-going activity. In this respect, I argue that it is
necessary to consider maintenance strategies as an active part of the religious practices that
would have been part of the experience encountered by a visitor to the sanctuary. For instance,
the reoccurring episodes of disposal of different substrates indicate that the removal of votives
was distinct from, but associated with, the removal of sacrificial/dining remains. These two
groupings of materials would have needed to accumulate somewhere in the sanctuary, and the
depositional evidence in the area of the Hearth Building shows that the votives were likely
deposited in heaps prior to being leveled. This combined with the reoccurring leveling of the

600

layers—outlined below—must be reconsidered as evidence that visible and on-going deposition
was a form of maintenance occurring throughout the life of the sanctuary and was not restricted
to unoccupied, out-of-the-way locations. This also raises the question of how spaces functioned
in relation to deposition—does the scale of deposition suggest that these episodes employed a
large workforce in order to complete the work quickly during a period in which the space may
not have been accessible? Although I may not be able to say definitively the form maintenance
took, my consideration of the evidence does provide new contributions that challenge past
assumptions about the role of deposition in shaping sacred space.
As I will show below in my analysis of deposits and the associated depositional episodes,
maintenance at Perachora includes temporary deposition at visible collecting points, permanent
deposition removing the materials from sight, the separation of substrates from different
activities, reoccurring deposition of different substrates, the spreading of layers across larger
occupation areas, the transport of votives, and various other practices that can only be identified
through the analysis of deposition within and across deposits. Considering deposition at varying
scales introduces evidence-based insights into the maintenance practices associated with the
formation of deposits. In order to investigate the relation of these maintenance practices to
circumstances/events and locations/activity areas at the site, I focus on episodes that provide
evidence for the logistics influencing maintenance. Evaluating votive deposits in the context of
other depositional episodes at Perachora frames the treatment of votives as part of broader
maintenance practices that are not traditionally considered in evaluations of votive deposits. I
start by reconstructing maintenance for individual deposits and consider the issues outlined
therein in relation to relevant depositional episodes, including those from other areas of the site.
By considering how the actions linked to the formation of these deposits were part of a larger
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system of maintenance, I can use the concrete evidence provided by the depositional episodes to
address a spectrum of maintenance activities at Perachora—answering questions such as whether
the disposal of votives served to demarcate sacred space, or if certain objects were treated
differently from other materials.
10.2.1. The Geometric and Fibula Deposits
Reconstructing the layers from the lower terrace’s eastern side (Area 1) that were
documented as part of the Geometric Deposit provides a more nuanced stratigraphical sequence
of this feature, particularly for the portions of the deposit preserved below the altar and paving. I
first address the Geometric Deposit, which contained the earliest evidence for deposition
associated with the sacred center, as the maintenance practices indicated by the treatment of
materials and substrates are mirrored in other areas and periods in the life of the sacred center.
My high-level analysis addresses select depositional episodes, contextualizing the relationship of
the core votive layers used to establish the primary evidence for the Geometric Deposit with
other instances of deposition, which allows me to outline not only the maintenance practices
related to the treatment of votives, but also the relation of this maintenance to broader practices.
The reconstruction of the evidence in Part II suggests reoccurring and selective deposition as
part of the earliest maintenance of the sanctuary. For instance, the presence of both a mud layer,
DE 7 (LT), and a burnt layer, DE 8 (LT), is indicative of the separation of substrates from
different practices. In addition to variation in the contents of the two layers, there are indicators
of the clustering of objects resulting from selection practices informing the deposition of votives
within the mud layer as part of the maintenance process. While this burnt layer cannot be
definitively established as evidence for sacrifice/feasting on the lower terrace in the Geometric
period, the disposal in two episodes suggests distinct maintenance associated with the different
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practices producing the two substrates during this period—reviewing the differences in the two
layers in relation to maintenance allows me to posit why these distinctions exist.
In the primary publications, the majority of attributes identified for the Geometric Deposit
were derived from the analysis of the votives. Although generally attributed to the deposit, these
materials were concentrated in DE 7 (LT); other strata documented in relation to the layer were
outlined as containing some votives, including DE 8 (LT) above and DE 6 (LT) below.
However, the votives are most extensively documented in relation to the upper mud layer, DE 7
(LT), and another mud layer below, DE 4 (LT). While the mud layers were the primary strata
used to draw interpretations about the nature of the deposit, Payne treated all of the depositional
episodes, as well as the Geometric materials mixed with Helladic remains, as part of a single
votive deposit. Citing the slope of the layers and the mixed nature of the assemblage, Payne
argued that the deposit accumulated gradually as a result of the disposal of unwanted materials
from the temple. In his initial interpretations, the placement of the Geometric temple was
attributed to the structure occupying the only usable space, while the area to the south, which is
associated with the deposit, was assumed to have been acceptable for disposal as it was an outof-the-way area that sloped downward toward the sea.
The depositional episodes reflect a more complex picture, however. While the burnt material
in DE 8 (LT) included some objects that could be classified as votives, the concentration of
votives is higher in the associated layer—DE 7 (LT). Thus, the comparison of the two
depositional episodes shows that a concentration of votives was collected and deposited prior to
the burnt materials. The association of the layers suggests a different collecting point for the two
substrates and the associated contents prior to deposition. Although the assemblages cannot be
reconstructed in sufficient detail to contrast the numbers for types represented in the two levels,
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differences denote a higher presence of bone, ceramics, and fragmentary remains in the burnt
layer and more votives of a richer and more personal character in the mud layer. The distribution
within the substrates indicates the materials were mixed extensively within, but not across the
fills. It is likely the layers were spread from different areas where they accumulated or were
collected for deposition. The assemblages were either associated with the substrates at the time
of accumulation or became mixed prior to/in association with the deposition. When considered
as evidence for disparate collecting points, the episodes indicate investment in selection and
separation as part of maintenance practices. While the burnt layer with fewer votives would
have certainly served as a better surface or packing layer separating a major phase of disposal
from the subsequent occupation of the area, the separation of the two during accumulation and
deposition suggests ongoing, rather than situationally driven, maintenance decisions. This is
supported by the presence of additional episodes after the burnt layer that are indicative of
deposition associated with the later building phases in the area, including DE 9 (LT)—a layer of
boulders set into the burnt layer—and DE 10 (LT)—a layer of sand likely associated with the
setting of the paving blocks.
Further evidence that the votives and then burnt remains were not allowed to accumulate
gradually in an unoccupied area to the south of the Geometric temple comes from their
association with earlier episodes in the area. The mud layer was constructed over a white
layer—DE 6 (LT). Although the thin white layer (1–3 cm) was not discussed in the primary
publications, the reconstruction of the stratigraphy using the archival materials revealed similar
white layers across the site (e.g., DE 16 (LT), DE 6 (EP)). Although not discussed as significant
in the publication, the deposition of these thin, level layers over layers containing concentrations
of materials suggests they were built surfaces, likely plaster, associated with occupation or
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construction phases. For the Geometric Deposit, the level is not beyond the purview of the
maintenance associated with the disposal of votives as it was the surface helping define the area
where it was considered acceptable to deposit votives both before and after the formation of the
layer in DE 4 & 7 (LT). The white layer is thus indicative of the scale of maintenance involved
with depositing votives and other substrates in proximity to the temple; the investment is not
only in removing the votives, but in removing and reestablishing the functionality of the
associated occupation space. Even though the layers follow the slope of the lower terrace and
the earlier Helladic layers, these episodes included the spread of earth, votives, and other remains
at a location where the boundaries were not defined by solely the topography. Furthermore, the
presence of DE 6 (LT) indicates that the spreading of the layer of votives and burnt remains was
not restricted to the unused area of the lower terrace but spanned a portion of an area that had
undergone modification promoting the use of an occupation surface or a level surface available
during the occupation of the Geometric temple. If the disposal of votives was not confined to the
periphery of occupiable space, the episode must be considered as evidence of maintenance
associated with utilized space. Viewing the deposit as a product of a sequence of maintenance
events effected by the occupation of the lower terrace challenges Payne’s perception of the
deposit as a product of continual, unstructured disposal in an out-of-the-way location.
The Geometric Deposit has been thought to follow the slope down toward the sea. The
excavation of the sections of the deposit used the paving as a guiding level and the removal of
the materials in “pits,” or smaller, controlled trenches, illustrates that differences and continuity
in layers were identified post-excavation, rather than the slope and extent of each layer being
traced as part of the initial investigations. This style of excavation made it difficult to attribute
finds to specific layers, or contexts, but several areas where the layers were not isolated are likely
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areas where the slope of the layers was not distinguished or traced due to the excavation in
horizontal passes or deep vertical test trenches. The slope was most clearly documented in the
excavation of the levels under the southern end of the triglyph altar and paving, as well as the
uncovered portion of the deposit further south toward the sea. The addition of paving on the
lower terrace in the 6th century has been discussed as preserving portions of the deposit and
disturbing others; in particular, the portion of the deposit to the south that is not covered by
paving was more extensively disturbed due to exposure. This poorly preserved stratigraphy has
been emphasized as limiting what can be said about the deposit, but the continuity between
episodes to both the north and east and those to the south supports the interpretation that these
layers were continuous, covering the entire area on both sides of the Geometric temple, and
possibly all the way to the cliff to the west. DE 7 (LT), the mud level, was deeper to the south,
where DE 6 (LT), the white layer, was not clearly documented. This difference is likely a
product of the modification of the area, possibly as part of the leveling for the paving surface’s
construction or due to the impact of erosion on the occupied space over time. In the case of the
modifications, remains removed from the area to the north may have been spread to the south in
order to create a level surface. Doing so necessitated cutting into the occupied/built-up level to
the north and raising the level of the unoccupied/eroded space to the south, particularly if the
objective was to extend the usable space. Thus, the discrepancies in these two areas are
indicative of later maintenance or disturbance rather than the initial maintenance associated with
the formation of the deposit. While this difference in the depth of the mud layer could be
particularly informative for determining what portion of the lower terrace was usable and how it
had been maintained in conjunction with the Geometric temple’s occupation, the manner of
excavation and documentation does not clearly document the episodes in the area.
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The Geometric depositional episodes cover the Helladic episodes, indicating that the area
was occupied and used for disposal prior to the occupation of the sanctuary. The deposition of
the earlier mud layer, DE 4 (LT), when considered in conjunction with the narrow nature of the
terrace and placement of the sanctuary, suggests that the materials were collected rather than
being allowed to accumulate. This is supported by the deposition of both the mud and burnt
layers above, DE 7 & 8 (LT), which suggests the votives and burnt remains were collected in
visible, discrete locations prior to being spread across the same space. The selection of a
gathering point would have been impacted by the presence of the slope, as well as the relatively
flat white layer. Using the flat surface would have facilitated the later spreading of the materials,
but would have created a visible collection heap on the terrace. Placement down the slope would
have facilitated leveling and the materials would have remained visible from the terrace. While
the state of the record makes it impossible to determine where exactly these staging points were
within or in proximity to the sacred space, it suggests selective maintenance that was not merely
governed by convenience of disposal; rather, maintenance in the area utilized designated
collecting points that served as interim storage or disposal locations leading up to the
incorporation of the materials as part of these depositional episodes. Thus, the disposal did not
merely reflect the dumping of materials down a slope, but deliberate maintenance that facilitated
both the contemporary and later use of the terrace. This also suggests that the presence of these
remains on the terrace may have been an accepted or even anticipated sight for visitors to the
sanctuary, which supports the idea that on-going maintenance was not necessarily structured
around an emphasis on keeping these materials in less frequented areas.
The mixing of the episodes, difficulty in isolating specific layers during excavations, and
presence of votives in various levels around the Geometric temple were elements used to
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disregard other episodes of disposal, like the Fibula Deposit; emphasis on select aspects of that
deposit promoted the analysis and interpretation of the votives as part of a single assemblage. As
noted in Part II, differences between Payne’s manuscript and the catalogue entries in the
publications reflect a reductive and general presentation of deposits and context that has impeded
our understanding of the area’s stratigraphy. While Payne briefly noted that the clustering within
the deposit indicated that some of the distribution was a product of specific disposal or storage
practices,2422 this argument was not fully explored in relation to the evidence. I argue, however,
that the presence of both clustering and mixing, particularly in the protected/undisturbed portion
of the deposit, provides concrete evidence indicative of selective maintenance prior to, and in
association with, the final stage of deposition within the deposit that is mirrored by the
deposition associated with portions of the Geometric Deposit.
As part of my reconstruction of the Geometric Deposit, I established that a number of the
votives singled out by the excavators, such as the house models, bronze spits, bronze objects, and
gold rings and discs, were found in clusters in the mud layer. While these materials were
deposited in association with pottery, figurines, and other votives that were not as extensively
documented, the skewing of the data set is not sufficient to dismiss the evidence for selection and
grouping of specific object types within the depositional episode. Although it is difficult to
reconstruct complete depositional assemblages for the episodes isolated within the Geometric
Deposit, the extensive consideration of the stratigraphy and the state of the record makes it
possible to compare differences in depositional assemblages based on the concentration,
distribution, and association of finds in relation to their elevations and specific areas.
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The detailed documentation of the house models, resulting from early interest in the type,
allows me to use the type to discuss clustering and distribution in the Geometric Deposit. Even
if the votives—as debris—were dumped down the slope at the periphery of the occupiable space
associated with the temple, the concentration of relatively complete votives, including the
models, suggests selective disposal rather than continual accumulation resulting from the
disposal of broken votives. Although the house models were found in a fragmentary state,
several relatively complete examples could be reconstructed. The separation of some of the
larger fragments by several centimeters does not indicate extensive dispersal, but rather that the
fragments remained in close proximity despite the spreading of the layer. This association,
combined with the fact that several examples were able to be reconstructed, indicates that
complete examples of the type were selected and grouped together prior to deposition.
Furthermore, the relative completeness of various models is suggestive of the intact state of the
models prior to this final stage of deposition, indicating that the models were selectively
relocated in a manner that resulted in their disposal in a relatively complete state—the
introduction of the relatively complete objects as a group can be used to propose clustering in
display, storage, or selection. Thus, the clustering of the house model type suggests maintenance
resulting in either direct disposal to the south of the Geometric temple or disposal at a collecting
point.
Even if the models were incorporated into a larger assemblage at a visible collecting point for
later disposal, they were not spread extensively during the secondary deposition. The models
may have been broken either upon entry into the visible collecting point or as part of the
permanent deposition. Considering the scenarios as a form of maintenance, both indicate that
deposition of whole objects occurred, but that it was not deemed necessary to maintain this state

609

of preservation in relation to the final phase of deposition, resulting in the separation of
fragments in conjunction with the spreading of the layer. The manner of deposition also
indicates that it is highly unlikely that the objects were disposed of because they were in a
fragmentary state. From the state of the record for this votive type, it is possible to assert that the
removal of the votives as complete objects was an action that was perceived of as an acceptable,
and perhaps necessary, form of maintenance. This maintenance could have fulfilled and
perpetuated varied meanings, but the act of selective disposal is an indicator of maintenance
informed by certain logistics. Even if the removal of the models reflects that they were no longer
desirable to be kept as part of the active votive assemblage and serves to remove a form of
unwanted materials, the manner of accumulation does not necessitate that the objects be
perceived of and deposited carelessly, that is to say as rubbish.
The presence of additional clustering/grouping within and outside the Geometric Deposit
suggests further evidence for selective deposition. As suggested above, the grouping of select
objects, such as the house models, was not examined in detail by the excavators, but was
indicated by the documentation of the evidence. Additional evidence for selection was clear
from the general discussion of the area around the temple; the levels identified as containing
higher concentrations of votives and a larger variety of materials are present only outside the
temple walls, while the Fibula Deposit was associated with the structure’s floor. While fibulae
and other metal objects were introduced into the larger Geometric Deposit, the deposit within the
temple represents a more dense and concentrated clustering of metal objects than seen
throughout the larger deposit. The separation suggests the differing treatment of select votives,
lending further support to the idea that at some stage, either when the objects were dedicated,
stored, or removed from the temple, votives were clustered by object type, material, and/or
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function. No matter when the clustering occurred, its presence suggests a stage of maintenance
resulting in the association/disassociation of objects as part of deposition in sacred space.
Comparing the reconstructed evidence for different instances of clustering, it is possible to
discuss how selective grouping is indicative of maintenance informed by material and immaterial
aspects of objects that effect disposal.
For the Fibula Deposit, the later incorporation of the materials into the record on the temple
floor suggests similarities and differences in the maintenance of votives on the lower terrace.
With respect to the clustering of the fibulae, there are several features that differ from those in
the Geometric Deposit and may have contributed to the manner of deposition; while the
placement on the floor can be explained in several ways, the association indicates the materials
were placed in the temple or were already present at the time of abandonment. Continued
maintenance efforts would have been necessary in order to retain the type up until the point they
were deposited. The fibulae may have been housed in the temple in storage containers and never
removed. In this case, the votives were intentionally passed over during the disposal of the other
votives. The objects may have been continually collected and separated from the other votives
as part of the on-going maintenance affecting the incorporation of votives as part of the
Geometric Deposit. The separation may have been driven by the recyclable nature of the objects
and the desire to evaluate the worth of the assemblage for reuse; in this case, the final stage of
maintenance could reflect an interest in deposition as conspicuous consumption or as a result of
the decision that the objects were not valuable to recycle. The objects also could have been
brought back to the temple from another location, in which case deposition on the structure’s
floor may have been associated with undetermined religious or ritual concerns. All these acts of
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maintenance could result in the clustering of the objects on the temple floor away from the other
votives.
The lack of preservation of half of the structure and the feature’s limited documentation
make it difficult to draw concrete conclusions about the extent of the deposit. Despite the
limitations, the placement and spread of the Fibula Deposit across a relatively large portion of
the floor indicate it is unlikely the materials would have been stored or displayed in this location.
The placement suggests maintenance practices invested in collecting the objects at this location
at some point near the end of the sanctuary’s occupation, likely after the other votives had
already been removed. Both the size and recyclable nature of the objects may have contributed
to their presence, but the specificity of the type’s delineation is indicative of maintenance serving
a specific function that is poorly understood owing to the limited comparison of this practice to
similar phenomena in other named deposits at Perachora and other Greek sanctuaries. In the
case of episodes in both the Geometric and Fibula Deposits, maintenance would have included
moving the objects from display to a staging or collecting point, either to be disposed of or kept
as part of the active assemblage.
When considering factors impacting maintenance, the accumulation of small objects may
have been mitigated by the ability to store small types, such as fibulae, in baskets. The
maintenance of the other, non-metal votives, such as the scarabs, also shows clustering as part of
the removal of votives from the temple or storage as well as the placement of the materials at a
collecting point. However, evidence for clustering of larger objects in various deposits,
including the house models, phialai, and kalathoi, indicates that size was not a prohibitive or
defining factor in clustering. Whether votives were stored elsewhere or kept in a visible location
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in the temple, whether they were small or large, ceramic or metal, fragmentary or whole, there
appears to have been grouping prior to and/or as part of acts of selection for deposition.
The review above shows that the separation of substrates and clustering of objects is
indicative of maintenance that cannot be explained as gradual accumulation from the disposal of
rubbish or single occurrence disposal from the clean-out of the sanctuary. These phases of
reoccurring maintenance in the Geometric period would have visibly shaped the landscape
around the temple through the on-going engagement with the relocation and collection of votives
and other substrates. In particular, the association of like votives and mixing/separation of types
and substrates is indicative of maintenance that did not simply serve to make space for newly
displayed votives. In order both to move away from interpreting the deposit as a feature
constructed solely to deal with votives and to draw new insights about what prompted action to
deal with these materials, it is necessary to reconsider the relationships between the episodes in
the area.
I further investigate maintenance in respect to the Geometric assemblage by identifying the
selective grouping/mixing and targeted/large-scale disposal of assemblages in respect to these
episodes. For instance, although discussed in a limited manner in the publications, the presence
of the burnt layer, combined with the documentation of bone, cups, and other materials that
could be classified as sacrificial/dining remains, has been interpreted as evidence for feasting
practices on the terrace in the Geometric period.2423 The absence of the burnt layer within the
temple indicates the layer was not originally present in this space, nor was it spread across the
temple after the abandonment of the area. The distinction of the burnt stratum from the votive
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layer below indicates the burnt substrate accumulated in the area outside the temple and was not
immediately disposed of in association with the removal of votives from the temple or a storage
location. However, the full nature of the two episodes, DE 7 & 8 (LT), can only be understood
through closer consideration of the treatment of the layers as part of a single deposit.
Despite the identification of the difference in the mud and burnt layers during excavations,
Payne’s notes emphasize that the mud layer was excavated as a continuation of the layer
identified as the burnt stratum and was not isolated independently. In actuality, the presence of
Geometric sherds, spits, fibulae, gold objects, and other votive materials in the layer below the
burning is what promoted Payne’s retroactive identification of the upper layer as part of a votive
deposit, causing him to ascribe significance to the upper burnt layer. The publication of the
Geometric votive assemblage, which conflated finds from various layers around the altar,
emphasized objects of a distinctive dedicatory nature from the levels on the lower terrace’s
eastern side. The failure to distinguish between the two layers and associated assemblages in the
scholarship makes it necessary to establish how the evidence for these episodes differs.
Approaching the layers as distinct episodes of disposal highlights the issues with discussing
maintenance in relation to select votives without closer consideration of the broader depositional
context.
The analysis of select aspects of the Geometric Deposit reflects specific research interests
that helped mischaracterize the nature of the assemblage. For instance, although used for dating,
the ceramics are rarely emphasized in the discussion of the votive assemblage. Even though the
classification of ceramics is not explicitly stated, the separation of the two assemblages implies
that these materials are not votives and did not provide significant insight into dedicatory or
maintenance practices. Although the analysis of the ceramics is not as contextualized as the
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discussion of select votives, Payne did focus on the association of datable ceramics in the initial
excavations. The early development of ceramics was of primary interest to Payne and this
impacted the documentation of ceramics in the archival record.
Closer consideration of the finds from the two upper layers of the Geometric Deposit
provides additional insights into the clustering and distribution of materials in the deposit.
General mentions of fragmentary and mixed date ceramics distributed throughout the mud layer
contrast with the discussion of the ceramics from the burnt layer immediately below the altar.
The presence of a concentration of ceramics in the mud layer lends support to Avramidou’s
argument that a number of the ceramics at Perachora were votives; if these ceramics were
votives, it is likely these objects would have been disposed of in conjunction with the selection
of like materials in a similar manner to the other votives in the level.2424 However, the
concentration of reconstructable ceramics in the burnt layer cautions against dismissing the
association of some vessels with either dining or a separate votive function. In the archival
record, a selection of the materials from the burnt layer are described as being all Geometric,
including hydria fragments, oinochoe fragments, open bowl fragments, and black cups.2425 These
materials, like some of the votives in the burnt layer, may have been dedicated or utilized in
association with the activities producing the burnt stratum and were kept separate as a result of
the difference in association with practices in the sacred center. While the limited
documentation of the two assemblages prevents more critical comparison of the ceramics and
other materials as assemblages, the different maintenance associated with the two levels suggests
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that the ceramics within these episodes reflect the different source of the layers. This distinction
in the source of the layer is key as it indicates that the treatment of the substrates was driven by a
difference in maintenance associated with specific activities. In this respect, the association of
the materials may be less critical for dating the strata and more important for understanding
different practices occurring contemporaneously at the sacred center in the Geometric period.
My reevaluation of the evidence, including the isolation of episodes and attributes within the
episodes, shows that the relationship of the materials and substrates in the Geometric Deposit
resulted from various maintenance activities rather than the product of gradual accumulation.
Overall, the episodes I delineated suggest that disposal of votives occurred in instances, which
may have become conflated as part of a single layer due to the last stage of maintenance or the
spreading of the layer. This is supported by the clustering of select materials within the deposit.
In addition, the distinction between the later mud layer, DE 7 (LT), and other episodes suggests
the activities associated with the maintenance of materials from dedications and sacrifice/dining
were invested in maintaining the separation of the two assemblages. Although the materials
were kept in separate initially, maintenance also permitted that the debris be disposed of in the
same area as part of potentially associated disposal phases. Our understanding of these phases of
maintenance is further informed by the presence of similar reoccurring and distinct deposition in
other named deposits at Perachora, which I address below.
10.2.2. The Limenia Deposit and Egyptian Pit
My reconstruction of episodes for the upper terrace (Area 3) highlighted how our
understanding of deposition was impacted by the conflation of the area’s stratigraphy; the entire
upper terrace was associated with the Limenia Deposit due to the analysis of the votives from the
area as a cohesive assemblage. However, Payne’s documentation of the stratigraphy did include
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the identification of three broad chronological phases within the Limenia Deposit; this
chronological division was also identified for the Egyptian Pit. While interpretations of the
terrace’s occupation draw on the identification of these three periods, interpretations of
dedicatory and religious practices tend to draw on subsets of the evidence from the broader
deposit—materials that have been used to interpret practices without establishing their
relationship to the larger deposit or the terrace’s general stratigraphy, which has caused the
associated stratigraphy to be categorized as poorly understood and heavily disturbed.
My analysis below focuses on reevaluating the episodes to isolate what we can say about
maintenance on the upper terrace. My investigation also compares the evidence to the practices
outlined for the Geometric Deposit. By comparing maintenance across areas and periods, my
review considers the logistics of maintenance for a sacred center that underwent extensive
change while occupied for a long period of time.
Similar to the Geometric Deposit, the disposal of votives in the Limenia Deposit was
attributed to gradual accumulation from a proximally located temple, the Temple of Hera
Limenia.2426 The reidentification of the structure as a dining building caused the upper terrace to
be viewed as an auxiliary space. The reclassification also required a different explanation for the
origin of the votives. Reevaluations argued the deposit was the product of the relocation of
votives from the lower terrace; the attribution of the votives to the sanctuary of Hera Akraia on
the lower terrace caused the materials to be interpreted as accumulated debris that was dealt with
through removal to a less central portion of the sacred center. Despite attributing the materials to
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different sanctuaries, both scenarios interpret the Limenia Deposit as a feature containing votives
disposed of as sacred rubbish that was used as leveling fill.2427
As evidenced by my reconstruction of the depositional episodes in the area, the
documentation within the Limenia Deposit is indicative of several episodes of disposal within
the larger chronological phases isolated for the deposit. Discussing maintenance in respect to the
entire deposit is particularly problematic as different areas of the deposit were documented
disparately based on their association with architecture and their contents. For this reason, the
subsequent reconstruction of maintenance focuses on the evidence from episodes isolated within
the Protocorinthian Strata in the area around the Hearth Building, which includes the episodes
outlined in relation to the Egyptian Pit. The analysis is also structured around broader concerns,
like the identification of clean-out, construction phases, and activity areas, that serve to link
together evidence that can be reconsidered under the purview of maintenance.
Explanations typically ascribe the presence of the votives on the upper terrace to the act of
cleaning-out ‘surplus’ offerings from a sanctuary to free up space for new dedications. This
notion of clean-out, although mentioned often in relation to the votive deposits at Perachora, is
not defined as a religious practice. Rather, clean-out is an encompassing term used to refer to the
practical process of moving votives from active use (dedication/display/storage) to deposition.
In the case of various named deposits, like the Limenia Deposit, Egyptian Pit, and Geometric
Deposit, the attribution of the deposit contents to clean-out classifies the intent behind removal
neutrally while emphasizing the sacred nature of the remains. While such flexibility in analysis
is useful, this is problematic for the discussion of maintenance on the upper terrace.
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Interpretations rarely concretely address the relation between the select evidence and the broader
parameters being utilized to identify clean-out practices at the site. As a result, the identification
of clean-out perpetuates a failure to identify stratigraphy as evidence for specific acts of
maintenance, relying instead on interdependent assessments of the function of named deposits
that are not verified using concrete evidence.
In order to avoid a generalizing mischaracterization of these features, I address specific
evidence for the episodes isolated on the upper terrace. Closer examination of the disposal of
votives in the area around the Hearth Building, particularly the evidence for frequency and
manner of disposal, allows my analysis of depositional episodes to address more critically the
actions leading to the accumulation and spreading of the Protocorinthian levels outside the
structure.
The concentration of votives on the eastern side of the upper terrace was a focus during the
excavations. As was the case with the Geometric Deposit, the disposal in this area was directly
attributed to the removal of votives from the nearby structure, the Hearth Building. The votives
were identified as being heaped in the area to the east of the architecture. Interpretations of
accumulation and disposal argued that these remains were deliberately deposited in this less
frequented area, allowed to collect, and then were spread across the upper terrace. Interest in the
area to the east of the Hearth Building during the excavations was not solely prompted by the
identification of a sacred rubbish heap, but by interest in the higher concentration of
Egyptianizing materials in the layers surrounding the structure. The remains then were used to
differentiate between the dedicatory practices occurring in the sanctuaries identified on the two
terraces.
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My reconstruction of the episodes around the Hearth Building showed that the majority of
Egyptian remains can be associated with the lower levels, that is, the Protocorinthian phase. As
was established previously, the stratigraphy attributed to the Limenia Deposit and Egyptian Pit
conflates not only the three chronological phases (Protocorinthian, Archaic, Post-Classical), but
also several depositional episodes. Four depositional episodes were isolated around the Hearth
Building in the area designated as the Egyptian pit; these levels all contain materials dating to the
Protocorinthian period, including a mud/votive layer: DE 1 (EP), a burnt layer: DE 2 (EP), a
second mud/votive layer: DE 3 (EP), and a second burnt layer: DE 4 (EP). The reoccurring
layering indicates that the votives and burnt remains accumulated and were deposited separately,
as was the case with the Geometric Deposit. However, in this case, the clear separation of the
two substrates on more than one occasion indicates that not only were the layers not a product of
continual accumulation, but also that the actions resulting in this type of maintenance cannot be
attributed to a singular circumstance or occurrence. The maintenance resulting in the
accumulation and spreading of the layers is instead indicative of the on-going occupation and
active use of the upper terrace during the Protocorinthian period. These episodes, as well as
those from the Geometric Deposit, indicate that the spreading of the layers across and extensive
area should not obfuscate the consideration of the deposits as evidence for reoccurring actions.
The evidence for the Protocorinthian episodes around the Hearth Building, including the
slope of the layers against the temenos wall and the clustering of like materials, indicates that the
votives were heaped at a collecting point to the east of the structure and then spread. The use of
a collecting point, whether it be as a form of visible storage or a rubbish heap, reflects decisionmaking related to the on-going maintenance of votives. When reconstructing the manner of
accumulation for this section of the deposit, there are several concrete assertions that can be
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made regarding the attributes represented within the two depositional episodes—DE 1 & 3 (EP).
For instance, whether the materials were brought to a specific location over time or were
collected and relocated from elsewhere at the site, the remains were selected and deposited in a
heap at this designated location. The remains, despite being placed between the structure and a
wall, would have remained visible. Depending on the manner of deposition, whether the objects
were dumped or deposited in containers, whole and broken objects would have been
incorporated into the heap in large, recognizable quantities. At a certain point, the heap was
leveled, either after so much had accumulated or after an event prompted the collection of the
materials. Then, burnt remains, which would have accumulated similarly at a disparate location,
were spread over this layer. After, the votives accumulated again/were brought to the area, were
spread again, and then a second burnt layer was spread. The repetition of the association—
votive then burnt—indicates reoccurring maintenance practices. The association of the
Protocorinthian episodes with the foundations of the Hearth Building and their absence on the
interior of the structure indicate deposition occurred during the structures’ occupation. The
reoccurrence of deposition of the two types of materials during the Protocorinthian period
supports the conclusion that these distinct episodes of maintenance were prompted by something
other than clearing-out of sanctuaries as a result of circumstances such as renovations from a
building phase, the removal of damaged votives, or selective removal to free up space.
Additional evidence supports the identification of continual and reoccurring disposal during
the Protocorinthian period, rather than deposition as part of a large-scale maintenance event. For
instance, the delineation between episodes around the temple provides evidence that the first
layer of votives contained materials of an earlier date than the second. The presence of a higher
concentration of earlier materials around the temple than in the layer spread across the upper
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terrace indicates either that the votives were not brought up as a single assemblage from the
lower terrace at the end of the Protocorinthian period or that the earlier materials were kept
separate and deposited first; the former is more likely. This distinction in the dating of the
materials was not noted in any of the other documentation of the Protocorinthian strata on the
upper terrace, indicating that there was less mixing of the burnt layers and votive materials in the
area of the Hearth Building. Although these differences can be attributed to less extensive
disturbance to the east of the Hearth Building during subsequent occupation phases, there is
enough evidence to identify the area as a focal point for the maintenance occurring on the
terrace. Furthermore, even if the Hearth Building was not being used as a sanctuary or location
for the dedication or storage of votives, the manner of deposition is similar to what we saw
around the Geometric temple, indicating similar investment in disposal. The extent of the
deposit, with the lower layer being traced to the west as DE 2 (SP) and DE 1 (LD), and the
second layer being traced in the central area of the upper terrace as DE 3 (LD), indicates the
spreading covered the entire open, occupied area, as was seen with the Geometric Deposit.
Although peripheries may represent out-of-the-way areas, this should not be conflated with
convenience or a lack of investment in maintenance. If one accepts that the votives were not
initially dedicated on the upper terrace, it is necessary to assume that they were carried some
distance, either for storage or disposal, to be placed in proximity to the structure at the edge of
the occupied space associated with the sacred center. This is indicative of high investment
maintenance as participants were willing to carry items to this location, possibly all the way up
the slope from the lower sanctuary—and this would have occurred more than once. Similar to
the Fibula Deposit, the size of the objects may have influenced the concentration of select
materials. The high concentrations of scarabs in this area may be indicative of the selective
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relocation of mobile, easily portable objects that were also less predisposed for display within the
sanctuary. In the area around the apsidal building, the levels also indicate that the layers were
spread across occupied, usable space. These reconstructions support the conclusion that the
logistics informing maintenance were not merely governed by the convenient selection of a less
frequented area.
Disposal on the upper terrace has been associated with a need to make space on the lower
terrace, implying that the impetus for the maintenance was associated with more significant
concerns with large-scale building occurring at the core of the sanctuary. The impact of
renovations on maintenance deserves further consideration as the repetitive layers discussed
above suggest situational deposition that cannot solely be attributed to large-scale modifications
at Perachora. As noted previously, the actions resulting in the formation of the deposit have been
linked to the need to clean-out or free up space in a sanctuary. However, there is no rule of
thumb for defining what is too much in sacred space. As with the Geometric Deposit, it is the
notion that this heap is out of the way and at a periphery that has promoted its acceptance as a
rubbish heap resulting from cleaning out. This assumption does not delineate the different stages
of maintenance leading to the formation of the deposit in this area and neglects to consider how
the logistics for maintenance in this area differ from, or are similar to, the treatment of votives
elsewhere. For instance, what facets of the deposit support the argument that a heap of votives
signifies rubbish; what role does maintenance play in communicating the acceptability of
depositing votives; and how is this indicative of/related to the maintenance associated with
display, storage, and relocation?
Associating these reoccurring episodes goes against interpretations of the votive deposition
as evidence for a single depositional episode linked to the extensive, large-scale cleaning-out of
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the sacred space prompted by the construction of new architecture on the lower terrace. We
must assume that it was the case that the earlier materials were removed separately, and that
either the votives and sacrificial remains were deposited as distinct, reoccurring layers or these
depositional episodes were separated by some indeterminant span of time. It is also of note that,
as with the Geometric Deposit, both the episodes containing dedicatory and sacrificial debris
were spread across almost the entirety of the terrace including the occupiable space. Despite the
inability to isolate the four depositional episodes across the entire upper terrace, it was possible
to establish that the stratigraphy from the area abutting the foundation trench of the polygonal
wall shows little difference from the depositional episodes identified to the east. Directly to the
west of the polygonal wall, the Protocorinthian layer is discussed as being below a burnt layer,
DE 1 & 2 (LD) respectively. In addition, in his notes on various pits excavated across the
terrace, Payne distinguishes whether the concentrations of votives were higher above or below
the burnt level, with the layer above being DE 3 (LD). These references provide evidence for
the survival of portions of the four episodes identified around the Hearth Building within the
larger strata identified as the Protocorinthian layer. Evidence for the disturbance of the levels to
the west comes from the discussion of a mixed Protocorinthian/Corinthian layer, DE 5 (LD),
above the pure Protocorinthian layer, a Post-Classical/Hellenistic layer above, DE 6 (LD), and
the identification of the mixing of the episodes as a result of the construction of the Hellenistic
Houses. This indicates that the maintenance, although centered on the Hearth Building,
impacted the area all way to the base of the slope of the upper terrace and stopped in the area
abutting the Sacred Pool.
The development of Perachora as a sacred center certainly included the expansion of the site
through terracing, and gradual expansion was permitted by the ongoing modifications allowing
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for the more extensive occupation of the valley. The episodes outlined for the Protocorinthian
occupation of the upper terrace show that the remains were clustered to the east and then spread
down the slope in multiple phases. While the depositional episodes contributed to the eventual
expansion and leveling of several areas on the terrace, the reoccurring maintenance points to
deposition that is not solely driven by circumstances associated with preparation for
construction. The reoccurrence also indicates that this maintenance was not associated with a
single building phase carried out on the lower terrace. The fact that this maintenance was
conducted during a period that could be associated with the standard operation of the sanctuary
suggests that large-scale maintenance of votives was more prevalent in these spaces than we
often acknowledge.
Several of the interpretations of votive deposits from Perachora attribute these deposits to
the need to free up space, as is the case with both the Geometric and Limenia Deposits.
However, the secondary leveling of several of these deposits and controversy over the manner of
accumulation means the evidence has only been addressed peripherally in respect to the
delineation of space at Perachora. Whether the votives were deposited on the upper terrace as a
result of investment in carrying finds to the upper terrace, or due to the dedication of selections
of votives in auxiliary spaces in association with dining or sacrifice, their presence indicates that
the creation of these votive deposits was not purely associated with temples as part of the
delineation of sacred space. For instance, the accumulated dedications in the area around the
Hearth Building reflects dedication, accumulation, transportation, and deposition that was
reoccurring and selective. Not only were the votives being removed from view and possibly
used as leveling fill; they were also covered by a subsequent layer of burnt debris, DE 2 & 4
(LD). The higher concentration of votives sloping up in the area to the east of the Hearth
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Building, combined with the extension of both votive and burnt layers as far as possible to the
west, indicates the juxtaposition was not just mandated by the usefulness of the two substrates as
fill.
By shifting the focus to maintenance, we can reconsider how the placement of votives in
relation to other substrates and episodes changes our understanding of these remains as
delineating sacred space or being out of sight, out of mind. When considering the extent of the
deposits, the activities on both terraces suggest it may have been considered acceptable or even
desirable to cover the entire occupied/associated space. For the upper terrace, it is possible that
the pond (Sacred Pool), which was still in use during the spreading of the Protocorinthian layers,
served as a natural boundary delineating the extent of the first Protocorinthian layer, DE 2 (SP).
The burnt layer was not isolatable in the area, but the presence of the Protocorinthian/Corinthian
layer above, DE 3 (SP), suggests similar deposition in the area; this combined with some
references to burnt material in the notes suggests the layer was present in some areas, but largely
missed. Even if it is the case that the votives and sacrificial material were initially deposited on
the periphery of the upper terrace during this period, the expanse covered by the layers shows
that it was acceptable to spread the materials across an area that was occupied. The Geometric
episodes show that this use of occupied space to dispose of votives was not only acceptable for
an auxiliary activity area serving the scared center, but for areas in proximity to a sanctuary.
This indicates that the movement of materials to the furthest point on the upper terrace may not
have been driven by the desire to move things out of the way, but rather the need to stage and
conduct the maintenance in such a way as to ensure that the entire associated activity area was
part of the maintenance process. This alters the perception of the need to remove accumulation
as being governed by the availability of space within the sanctuary. In other words, the
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maintenance cannot be attributed to a single situation, such as the removal of accumulated
votives from the sanctuary/storage or clearing-out to facilitate renovations; instead, it is
indicative of reoccurring deposition from maintenance activities associated with, but not driven
by, circumstances like expansion or the need to deal with dedications.
10.2.3. The Southeast Deposit
The analysis of the votives from the Southeast Deposit was associated with the broader
concern of identifying an Early Archaic sanctuary on the lower terrace, which served to establish
continuity between the Geometric and 6th century B.C. occupation phases.2428 The classification
of the feature as a closed deposit and the easily defined date of the deposit were factors that
contributed to its use in arguing for continuity in the religious practices occurring on the lower
terrace. However, due to the lack of extant architecture for a temple associated with the deposit
and the nature of the assemblage, the Southeast Deposit has not been discussed as extensively as
some of the other named deposits at Perachora. In fact, the assemblage from this feature has
received the least attention in the subsequent scholarship. Despite the classification of the
feature as a closed deposit, the stratigraphy was published in such limited detail that it is
necessary to discuss the maintenance for the deposit in the broader context of the evidence for
other maintenance at the site.
Like several of the other named deposits, the location of the Southeast Deposit, at the far
southeastern corner of the West Court—by the sea on the far western side of the lower terrace—
has been interpreted as evidence for the delineation of sacred space due to the placement of the
deposit at the edge of occupiable space. Despite similarities in the classification of location, my
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Payne and subsequent scholars associate the deposit with the Temple of Hera Akraia II, for
which there is no surviving architecture (Coulton 1967, p. 365; Payne 1940, pp. 92–101; Salmon
1972, p. 163). For a detailed overview of these phases, see Part II.
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analysis of the depositional episodes and assemblage for the deposit presents a different picture
of maintenance practices than the Geometric, Limenia, and Egyptian Deposits. The Southeast
Deposit, DE 12 (LT), was contained within a depression cut into a sandy brown layer, DE 11
(LT); there is no indication of the repetitive disposal of votives in the surrounding area and the
only evidence for a burnt layer comes from the mixing of burnt as part of a dark stratum the
abutting area, DE 13 (LT). The contents from the deposit do not reflect reoccurring disposal of
an array of votives or burnt remains, but rather the disposal of relatively complete ceramics—
thereby differentiating the deposit in that it is associated with the disposal of a different selection
of votives than seen in the other named deposits and the maintenance associated with the
removal of the votives did not occur in conjunction with the removal of burnt remains. The
subsequent review of several of the isolated episodes around the deposit highlights potential
differences and similarities in its maintenance.
The sandy brown layer cut into by the Southeast Deposit, DE 11 (LT), produced some
Protocorinthian and late 7th century B.C. sherds, but did not contain the same concentration of
materials associated with layers typically identified as part of votive deposits.2429 This evidence
suggests that the remains within the Southeast Deposit were not accumulating or removed from a
nearby temple in conjunction with the use of the immediate area, or sandy brown layer, as an
occupation surface. Another difference is that while there is evidence of burning to the west, DE
13 (LT), the disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit, DE 14 (LT), is associated with a black
layer, DE 15 (LT), identified as decomposed organic matter rather than burnt sacrificial remains.
Unlike the other episodes containing votives, which were spread across occupied areas, the
remains were concentrated within this area and do not appear to have been spread until the
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deposit was disturbed at a later date. Thus, unlike the Geometric and Limenia Deposits, the
Southeast Deposit was not associated with a visible collecting point with subsequent disposal
through leveling. Instead, the objects were placed in this depression and buried with no evidence
of further maintenance activities. The absence of votives in the abutting layers and the limited
assemblage in the deposit suggest that the area was receiving less continual, reoccurring
maintenance, which, as seen elsewhere, would have likely resulted in the deposition of a wider
array of votives. Instead of serving as a location for the visible gathering of the votives, the area
was used for a single episode of disposal. Furthermore, the votives, predominantly ceramic
kalathoi, are distinctly different from the concentrations of other small finds found in the other
votive deposits at Perachora, thus suggesting a different form of maintenance than seen for the
other votives at the site.2430 These factors necessitate considering a different form of decisionmaking and selection associated with the maintenance of these materials or the area, with the
deposit reflecting more of a difference than continuity in maintenance on the lower terrace.
Despite the skewing of the depositional assemblage represented in the publication, which
focuses on decorated and well-preserved examples, it is feasible to assert that the evidence is
indicative of the selection of relatively complete and undamaged vessels for deposition in the
feature. More complete vessels were isolated from the undisturbed portion of the deposit than
the abutting disturbed area, indicating that the objects from the disturbed portion were previously
less fragmentary. The state of preservation also differs from the fragmentation and clustering of
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Interpretations of the association of the kalathoi with Hera as a dedication identify the clay
and miniature examples as imitations of the baskets associated with weaving (Trinkl 2014, p.
194). The type has been discussed as a container for food and the number of clay kalathoi at
Perachora has been interpreted as an indicator of their popularity as a dedication (Baumbach
2004, pp. 39–40). It is possible some other goods were contained within these ceramics, but the
association of the type with particular events or acts of dedication has not been fully explored.
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ceramics seen throughout the other named deposits. For instance, the distribution of complete
kalathoi indicates that they were not thrown out due to breakage, but that the choice was made to
dispose of a corpus of the same type of complete materials within this depression in a targeted
manner. This is supported by the absence of concentrations of sherds, particularly of kalathoi, in
the surrounding depositional episodes, indicating that the materials did not accumulate here, nor
were they originally deposited in proximity at a collecting point and then moved. The lack of
mixing with the other layers also supports the conclusion that this was not an area being
repetitively used for the disposal or storage of these objects, either temporarily or over time.
While the well-preserved nature of these finds suggests that the deposit was associated with
deliberate disposal, the maintenance must be considered more closely in conjunction with the
treatment of votives seen elsewhere at Perachora. The Southeast Deposit was not the product of
gradual accumulation through disposal over time, nor the large-scale cleaning-out of dedications
during the life of the sanctuary. The depositional evidence is indicative of the removal of votives
during a single instance, with no indication of reoccurring disposal. In this respect, the deposit
offers the clearest example of what could be referred to as targeted cleaning-out. Maintenance
activities may have resulted in the votives being directly removed from the sanctuary or storage
for immediate disposal. Alternatively, the materials may have been made for deposition or
utilized in association with an event and directly deposited. As this is a deliberate choice, the
primary deposition of the materials reflects a distinction in the type of maintenance necessary at
Perachora. Although the state of the record and current understanding of the state of
preservation of the assemblage make it problematic to draw assertations about whether this
maintenance was associated with a circumstance like the end of the occupation of the sanctuary,
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or an occurrence like a communal sacrifice or use of the sanctuary for asylum, the evidence
suggests a single episode of maintenance linked to an event.
Attributing the deposit to a differing type of maintenance than the other deposits supports and
disputes several interpretations of the Southeast Deposit. The state of preservation and
concentration of votives in the deposit has been used to argue that the votives were deliberately
deposited together and were not thrown away as rubbish. Furthermore the complete nature of the
votives was used to argue that the deposit is in the vicinity in which the materials were dedicated
or stored as this many whole materials would not be accidentally incorporated into a closed
deposit in such high numbers without some form of association with a temple structure.2431 Thus,
the location and preservation of the materials were used to support the notion that the deposition
of the votives in a concentrated manner was evidence of the need to dispose of votives
accumulating in this area of the terrace due to their association cult practices associated with a 7th
century B.C. temple. However, some interpretations dismiss the function of the votive deposits
at Perachora as defining the sacred space, focusing instead on the practicality of disposing of
materials along boundaries or in less frequented spaces. For instance, Tomlinson notes that the
disposal of votives in “less important” areas of the sanctuary, as seen at Perachora, is a practice
recognized elsewhere in the Greek world.2432 Although dismissing the significance for different
reasons, Coulton also places less emphasis on the Southeast Deposit as marking the extent of the
occupied sacred space during the Early Archaic period; instead, he argues that the walls of the
West Court, which were built after the deposit, served to “extend and define the temenos of the
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area”.2433 This argument attributes the expansion of the temenos or sacred area to the West
Court’s construction, downplaying the role of the votive deposit in delineating the extent of
utilized space on the lower terrace.
When considering the placement of the Southeast Deposit, it is unclear if this area was
selected as a periphery, due to the presence of a natural depression, because of proximity to a
sanctuary, or as an acceptable, albeit occupied, space for disposal. The Southeast Deposit could
have been placed at the furthest edge of occupiable space either to mark the edge of the sacred
precinct, to ensure that the debris was disposed of in an out of the way location, or to modify the
unlevel space for occupation; the placement of votives on the periphery of sites, particularly as a
means of expanding the occupiable space by in-filling the unoccupiable landscape, has been
noted in respect to other sanctuaries, such as Isthmia.2434 Despite the difficulty in clarifying what
made the location desirable for deposition, the other depositional episodes in this area indicate
that this portion of the terrace was accessible and utilized as part of the maintenance of the
sacred center prior to the 6th century B.C. construction phase. As with the Egyptian Pit, the
space may have been selected for disposal not because it was out of the way, but rather due to its
function as an auxiliary space. The removal of remains to the area likely marked maintenance
investment in moving materials either to delineate the edge of the occupiable space or in
association with the use of this as an activity space. However, as noted for the Geometric,
Limenia, and Egyptian Deposits, location alone should not be the focus for explaining
depositional practices.
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Interpretating the well-preserved state of the remains from the Southeast Deposit as evidence
for the construction of the deposit in association with the maintenance of a proximal sanctuary
could be viewed as being supported by the consideration of the fragmentary nature of remains
from the Limenia Deposit as evidence that the votives were transported from the lower to the
upper terrace as part of large-scale renovations. The interpretations represent how the state of
the assemblage can be used to support the identification of different maintenance practices
associated with the transport and deposition of materials in select locations. Unfortunately, the
number of objects, the concentration of the materials, and the state of preservation for the
Southeast Deposit are discussed abstractly and were not associated with any specific
maintenance practices. This reflects the issue with the focus on the sanctuary itself in
interpretations of maintenance and highlights the import of considering the evidence for votive
layers in relation to the broader stratigraphy at Perachora.
Similarly, the absence of the rich small finds in the Southeast Deposit, which were common
in several of the votive deposits, resulted in the neglect of the deposit in considerations of
dedicatory practices and assemblages at the site. The finds from the Southeast Deposit,
particularly the kalathoi, were described as cheap.2435 As a result, the assemblage was treated as
not being worth consideration in discussions of the wealth represented at the site, dedicatory
practices, or the development of the sanctuary. However, the deposition indicates that this
selection was deliberate and not governed by an interest in disposing of fragmentary and cheap
objects. The size, location, and contents all suggest high investment in the construction of the
deposit. While the Southeast Deposit was not spread across the entire associated space as with
the other votive deposits from the site, the extent of the materials—including the disturbed
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section of the deposit, the packing fill behind the Southeast Polygonal Wall, and the small
concentration of finds scattered throughout the sandy fill to the east—indicates the deposit took
up the majority of the southeastern side of the West Court, suggesting a similar distribution of
votives to that seen in the deposits on other parts of the terraces. In this case, the similarity in
expanse and the relation of the episode to the occupiable raises the question of what makes a
layer a leveling fill.
The southeastern edge of the West Court would not have been the most convenient location
for disposal, nor would it have been completely invisible or out of the way. The ease of
disposing of votives in a natural hollow at the edge of the occupied area is plausible, but less
conspicuous and convenient disposal in the sea, or in the nearby west field was an available
alternative. The placement of the Southeast Deposit in the West Court was in close proximity to
the rock face to the southwest and sea slope to the east. This implies that these materials were
deliberately kept within the occupied activity area associated with the scared center, rather than
being thrown down the slope into the sea. Although, much like the Egyptian Pit, it is not
possible to establish the distance these materials were transported for deposition, the action
linked to the selection of this location is important for distinguishing between mixing as a result
of gradual accumulation and leveling, and clustering from selective disposal.
It is difficult to determine why this area was chosen for this form of maintenance, but it is
clear that it was selected. Considering maintenance practices for the Geometric Deposit,
Limenia Deposit, Egyptian Pit, and Southeast Deposit shows how approaches to named deposits
and the two terraces at Perachora have not promoted analysis that compares the differences and
similarities between practices evident in the documentation of the stratigraphy. Although named
deposits reflect the need to deal with the materials that accumulate in sacred centers, the
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maintenance related to the creation of the deposits, such as the selection of materials and the
spreading of materials, cannot be explained using the umbrella notion of clean-out. With this in
mind, it is helpful to consider how the maintenance in the Southeast Deposit aligns with the
disposal seen in other deposits without reoccurring burnt/votive layers, and what this tells us
about maintenance at Perachora.
10.2.4. The Sacred Pool and Foundation Deposit
As with the other named deposits at the site, interpretations of the Sacred Pool link the
deposit to specific events and religious practices, focusing on the metal objects from the Sacred
Pool, particularly the phialai, as evidence for cult practices at Perachora.2436 Explanations for
their presence in the pool have differed based on the function ascribed to this vessel type.
Deposition has been discussed as a correlate to the function of the votive; this means
maintenance has been defined as being governed by the significance attributed to the finds. For
instance, if the phialai accumulated over time—possibly as a result of being thrown into the pool
as part of the oracular practices occurring at Perachora—the inclusion of the objects within the
Sacred Pool could be interpreted as resulting from direct disposal, but should not be approached
as a single depositional episode resulting from reoccurring maintenance. However, by ascribing
a special function to the votives and emphasizing them as a single assemblage, interpretations
distinguished the formation of the assemblage from the discussion of disposal as part of the
broad-scale maintenance of votives at the site. In contrast, the reclassification of the structures
on the upper terrace as hestiatoria and the association of the activity area with ritual dining
prompted the reclassification of the objects as feasting paraphernalia, or banqueting equipment.
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Interpretations of the function of the vessels have ranged from oracular practices to feasting
activities, see Baumbach 2004; Dunbabin 1951; Strøm 1998; Tomlinson 1988, 1990. For the
discussion of phialai in context at various sites, see Meirano 2016.
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As a result, the phialai were interpreted as being incorporated into the pool as a secondary
deposit, and the assemblage was viewed as being disposed of once it no longer had an active use.
Tomlinson goes as far as to describe the phialai as being accidentally incorporated into the pool
due to wash after the destruction of the hestiatorion on the upper terrace in the 6th century
B.C.2437 Critiques of these explanations argue that these narratives disregard the fact that this
deposit did not consist exclusively of phialai or bronzes, but included votives similar to those
found throughout the nearby Limenia Deposit.2438 Proposing that these materials were deposited
as part of the Limenia Deposit causes the materials to be interpreted as part of a larger dedicatory
assemblage disposed of due to the large-scale clean-out of votives from the lower terrace. This
scenario assumes that the deposition the bronzes with the other votives reflects similar treatment
of the materials over time, with the phialai being deposited as a result of the same maintenance
for the display/storage/clean-out of votives from the Temple of Hera Akraia.2439 My
reconstruction below of the episodes and maintenance for the area highlights how the focus on
the phialai and other bronzes in isolation, as well as in relation to the larger votive corpus, has
misconstrued the relation of the layer to maintenance practices at the site.
Interpretations of the Sacred Pool address how, when, and why the phialai were deposited.
In these arguments, the discussion of the deposition serves to support interpretations of function
and significance attributed to objects, which promotes the dismissal of the evidence for the
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arguments about the function of the objects as cult paraphernalia; for instance, Baumbach argues
that that the vessels, which were likely used for libations, were preserved in some form of
treasury with other votives (Baumbach 2004, p. 43). If the vessels were cult paraphernalia, they
may have been stored together with other votives, but depositional association cannot be used to
ascribe function as the episodes of disposal are distinct.
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formation of distinct episodes within the pool. No matter how the vessels are classified, the
accumulation of the assemblage in the pool, either as a result of wash/abandonment or as part of
the larger votive assemblage, needs further explanation focused on the consideration of the
concrete depositional evidence. Although the reconstruction of the depositional episodes does
not definitively answer some of the arguments about the function of the phialai at Perachora, it
does challenge the dismissal of the disposal of these objects as a singular assemblage distinct
from the other votives found in the area.
As outlined in my reconstruction in Sections 9.3. and 9.5.2a, both the number of phialai and
bronzes associated with the lower levels of the pool and their absence in the upper levels
represent different maintenance practices governing the formation of the episodes in the area.
The evidence indicates that the bronze vessels, bronze objects, and some other votives were
deposited together in the lower levels of the pool, DE 1 (SP), distinct from the later deposition of
a larger assortment of votives, DE 2 & 3 (SP). Despite difficulties in dating the lower level in
order to establish the degree of separation of these instances of maintenance, there is enough
distinction to support the identification of clustering within this episode. The dispersal of the
objects throughout the mud layer, with some vessels pressed together, suggests the pool was still
relatively open at the time of deposition and that some of the examples were deposited at the
same time. Furthermore, the bronzes were compacted into the mud, indicating that water was
still present in the pool at the time of disposal. On the other hand, the upper layer of votives,
which contained a mix of materials of both Protocorinthian and Corinthian date, can be attributed
to the mixing and spread of a different episode after the pool was abandoned and after the
assemblage with the bronzes had been deposited. However, Payne’s identification of a mixed
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Protocorinthian and Corinthian layer, DE 3 (SP), in the area around the Sacred Pool is indicative
of mixing of these materials in association with later activities occurring on the terrace.
The stratigraphy I established for the area around the Sacred Pool includes a separate episode
associated with the disposal of the bronzes and other remains, DE 1 (SP), and the layer with a
larger array of votives, DE 3 (SP), that differs from the pure Protocorinthian layer on the slope to
the east, DE 2 (SP). In other words, the later layer of votives covered the mud layer associated
with the deposition of the phialai and other bronzes within the Sacred Pool (Figure 157). The
depositional episodes reconstructed for the Sacred Pool cannot be used to definitively associate
the votives from either episode with a specific terrace and cannot settle the debate over the
function of the phialai as dedications versus banqueting equipment. However, the phialai,
bronzes, and other associated materials are representative of selective deposition similar to that
in the Southeast Deposit. Like the kalathoi in the Southeast Deposit, it is evident that the
presence of this specific type was due to deliberate selection that goes beyond the clustering of
the type within a larger assemblage. This level of selection and separation is representative of
maintenance driven by distinctly different parameters than the disposal of votives at a collecting
point. The disposal was likely associated with a specific event or circumstance and is indicative
of maintenance that differs from the reoccurring deposition outlined for the other named
deposits.
The Foundation Deposit below the cult statue base in the Temple of Hera Akraia offers
another example of selective deposition; although the deposit could be distinguished from the
other types of maintenance considered herein, the deposition is considered herein as it informs
our understanding of the differences in maintenance practices occurring at the site. Payne’s
interest in isolating the materials below the cult statue base was driven by the fact that foundation
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deposits had been found below such features in other sanctuaries.2440 However, dating issues and
the nature of the assemblage caused the deposit to be relegated to a brief mention in the primary
publications. The deposit was associated with the renovation of the sanctuary in the 4th century
B.C. and contained a selection of votives including gold objects, five silver coins, a glass eye
bead, Protocorinthian pottery, and a tiny ring of blue faience. While the concentration of objects
was insignificant compared to what Payne hoped to find, coins were not documented in other
votive deposits at the site and gold foil objects were not as prolific in any of the other deposits.
These materials were concentrated in a thin layer of soil associated with the bedrock, indicating
that the limited space for disposal may have been a defining factor influencing what votives were
selected for disposal within the deposit. The assemblage consists of small, less commonly found
objects, including jewelry and small metal objects. Despite the limited representation of votives,
the assemblage is indicative of maintenance similar to that in the Southeast Deposit, Sacred Pool,
and Fibula Deposit.
When considering maintenance at Perachora, all of the named deposits are critical to
understanding how votives were disposed of and how their deposition relates to the religious
practices occurring at the sacred center. Having established the evidence for maintenance for
individual deposits and the associated episodes, it is now possible to reevaluate our
understanding of votives deposits at Perachora.
10.3. The Broader Implications: Maintenance as a Lens for Reevaluating Votive Deposits
Reconsidering the evidence for maintenance informs our understanding of how practical
logistics, like available space, had an extensive impact on where deposits were constructed, but
also establishes that deposition was not simply governed by the proximity of the area to the
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temple or the convenience of disposing of materials at a periphery. By taking an approach that
highlights the complex nature of maintenance throughout the long occupation of the sacred
center, it is possible to think about the evidence from the named deposits from multiple
perspectives. This involves discussing maintenance by way of broader questions or concerns
that are informed by both the broader classification of reoccurring or selective, single occurrence
deposition, as well as the evidence for attributes informing deposition such as the use of space,
the type/material of the objects, the associated substrate, and the phases of maintenance leading
to deposition. For instance, the episodes represented in the Geometric and Limenia Deposits
reflect how reoccurring disposal occurred in the occupied spaces of the sanctuary, while
deposition also utilized peripheries and possibly served to expand the usable space. Both
deposits also provide insights into how maintenance associated with a collecting point would
have produced evidence for of selective disposal within larger votive assemblages. In the case of
the single occurrence deposition in Southeast Deposit, Foundation Deposit, and Sacred Pool, the
episodes indicate that the presence of structures and use of a collecting point were not the only
elements influencing deposition. Rather, a more selective process of maintenance was employed
that reflects concerns with deposition that are prescriptive in that objects are collected or
dedicated in mass for disposal or deposition is restricted to select types.
My reframing of the deposits at Perachora analyzes how the criteria established for
identifying maintenance in individual deposits promote new avenues of comparison, arguing for
a multifaceted approach to the analysis of the systems governing past depositional practices.
Below, I address how attributes were influenced by maintenance practices, such as the selection
of deposited votives, state of preservation, clustering, material, and other aspects of deposition.
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In order to ask questions about the impact of regulatory laws, selection processes, religious
practices, and practicality on maintenance, I address the evidence for maintenance from
Perachora in relation to two broader areas of interest—religious significance and religious
practices. For Perachora, analysis has previously placed emphasis on select aspects of the site
assemblage as part of the investigation into these subjects, with these two general categories
subsuming various investigations that have considered the votives/votive deposits from
Perachora as evidence. For instance, select votives from the Geometric Deposit, Limenia
Deposit, and Sacred Pool have been used to argue that down through the Classical period
Perachora was one of the richest minor sanctuaries in Greece; this implies that maintenance was
necessary to deal with the influx of votives associated with dedication in such high quantities.
Other investigations approach the named deposits as part of a dialogue centered on defining the
function of the deposits and associated spaces at the site; the assemblages from the deposits are
analyzed as evidence for differences in practices occurring on the two terraces, like the
movement of feasting or dedication from the lower to upper terrace. This framework also allows
me to consider how the discussion of votive deposits has fluctuated between considering named
deposits as significant for understanding the values that influenced how ancient Greeks treated
the property of the gods, and as serving a more practical function for the disposal of debris. The
resulting divergent interpretations reflect the impact of research interests on the interpretation of
deposits in sacred space.
Using maintenance as a lens for reevaluating the relationship between activity areas and the
depositional practices at Perachora, I address how the presence of a much larger number of
depositional episodes, which suggests on-going deposition throughout the life of the sanctuary
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rather than in association with building phases, changes our understanding of the circumstances
and actions prompting the deposition of votives.
10.3.1. Ascribing “Value” to Maintenance Strategies
It is difficult to use the composition of a votive assemblage to ascribe value to deposits or
deposition because it is not always clear what is missing, why it is absent, or the significance of
what is represented.2441 While it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about the decisionmaking processes governing deposition and maintenance in sacred space, interpretations of
votive deposits often tangentially ascribe value to deposits based on how the evidence is used in
the reconstruction of religious practices. The resulting focus on specific objects from named
deposits is then also informed by an interest in establishing how this value impacted the
treatment of the objects; topics addressed range from the case specific identification of deliberate
destruction and selective inclusion, to the broader discussion of the impact of reuse and
recycling.2442
In the case of Perachora, the emphasis on select votive deposits and assemblages was
informed by the value ascribed to the votives associated with individual features. For instance,
both the Southeast Deposit and Foundation Deposit were dismissed as containing cheap,
insignificant votives. The Akraia Deposit was dismissed as being less informative as the
assemblage was not as rich as that from the Limenia Deposit. Within the Limenia Deposit, the
Egyptian Pit was singled out based on the perception of the materials as exotic and of interest for
understanding exchange networks and foreign influences. The Sacred Pool contained a
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concentration of bronzes that represented the largest corpus of this type to survive in a Greek
sanctuary and the phialai were interpreted as evidence of ritual—oracular or feasting—practices
at the site. These perceptions continue to define the use and reevaluation of the evidence from
the named deposits.
Rather than focusing on how the depositional assemblage can be used to establish facets of
value informing maintenance, I argue that the identification of maintenance practices can inform
archaeological interpretations of the investment in the actions resulting in the association of
objects with specific depositional episodes, as well as within these episodes. Reconsidering
perceptions of value involves addressing whether the deposition of specific materials reflects
different maintenance strategies or if selection as a management practice was informed by
specific constraints. In order to explore this issue, I evaluate the evidence for maintenance in the
Southeast Deposit and Sacred Pool. Consideration of the similarity in maintenance for the two
deposits has been largely neglected due to the attribution of the features to different periods and
sanctuaries, their placement on different terraces, and the contrast in depositional assemblages.
In particular, my reconsideration of the ascription of value based on content allows the
reexamination of the elements governing maintenance to be contextualized in the broader
reevaluations of the ‘cheap’ value ascribed to votive types, which resulted in these features being
dismissed.
It was mainly the presence of early Archaic materials in a closed votive deposit that
warranted the identification of the Southeast Deposit as a votive deposit at Perachora. In that
case, the concentration of kalathoi, both complete and fragmentary, has been explained in terms
of different maintenance strategies informed by value. Interpretations of the deposit as
noteworthy place emphasis on the feature as evidence for the continual occupation of the lower
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terrace through the attribution of the deposit to sanctuary maintenance. However, the
depositional assemblage, and thus the maintenance resulting in the creation of the deposit, is
dismissed as insignificant due to a limited archaeological interest in objects classified as cheap.
For instance, Dunbabin describes the kalathoi as the “cheapest of all vases available at the
Heraion,” which even the poorest dedicant could afford; this devaluation was also evident in
Dunbabin’s discussion of ceramics, which impacted the analysis of these materials as part of the
votive assemblages at Perachora.2443 The perception of ceramics, miniatures, and other
dedications made of clay as cheap, easily produced imitations of more expensive counterparts
has been challenged.2444 However, the perception of clay objects, which are often present in
higher quantities, as materials that had to be dealt with or cleaned-out due to their more rapid
accumulation endures in interpretations of the value driving investment in maintenance practices;
the equation of the disposal of cheap votives as the logical means of freeing up space perpetuates
the association of the clean-out of accumulation as a maintenance strategy centered on the
removal of rubbish. This has promoted the continued mischaracterization of the relationship
between maintenance and the disposal of depositional assemblages categorized as having less
value.
While the concentration of kalathoi on the lower terrace may be interpreted as an indicator of
the popularity of the type due to the object’s association with weaving and the manufacture of
clothing, which Baumbach argues makes it an appropriate dedication for Hera, this does not
explain why the type was deposited in such a high concentration in a separate location from other
votives associated with this sphere of interest, such as pins, fibulae, and loom weights.2445 While
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characterizing the dedication as appropriate for Hera reintroduces value, it assumes that the
type’s function as similar to that of other votives at Perachora indicates the same value as other
dedications. However, the object did not receive the same depositional treatment as other
votives, which may be indicative of the presence of the votive in relation to a specific religious
practice or event. The possible association of the kalathoi with agriculture as containers for
certain types of food deserves further consideration as clay votive cakes were also found in high
concentrations in the Southeast Deposit.2446 Unfortunately, the number of koulouria found in the
deposit is not discussed, and it is difficult to attribute the type to the deposit, or other deposits, in
any specific concentration. However, the difference in maintenance—that is, in the selection of
these objects for disposal—is suggestive of difference in the function or dedication for the
kalathoi and other objects selected for disposal.
The identification of possible distinctions in function has been discussed for the assemblages
at Perachora, but it has been associated with the reconstruction of the use-life of the objects
rather than their maintenance. For instance, Patrick’s analysis of the 8th to 7th century B.C.
ceramics from the two terraces at Perachora caused him to argue that the presence of pottery has
less to do with low economic value and more with the use of specific types linked to distinct
activity areas.2447 In accordance with assertions that there was no sanctuary on the upper terrace,
Patrick proposes that the kalathoi was a form related to the house and handicrafts that was more
prolific on the lower terrace as a dedication, while the kotyle was associated with feasting, being
found in a higher concentration on the upper terrace as a result of the shift in dining practices
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from the lower to upper terrace at the end of the 8th century B.C.2448 The distinction that kotylai
were present in higher concentrations on the upper terrace, while kalathoi were present in higher
concentrations on the lower terrace is attributed to a difference in the function of the two terraces
as activity areas. While function certainly would have informed presence and can help us
understand differences on the two terraces, the maintenance for the deposits on the terraces is
indicative of the problem with conflating the presence of objects with activities. The reoccurring
deposition in the Geometric and Limenia deposits supports the conclusion that similar practices
were occurring on the two terraces and indicates that differences in the assemblages cannot
solely be attributed to a difference in function based on the presence or absence of a temple. In
particular, the episodes reflect that the same level of production of burnt and votive remains
occurred, and that the levels were dealt with using similar maintenance practices.
Cross-comparing types without considering their association with depositional episodes on
the terraces presents a reductive reconstruction of the activity areas that disregards how
maintenance impacted the introduction of select types in a broader context. Even if the kalathoi
were the most common dedication in the Early Archaic period, the comprehensive cleaning-out
of the sanctuary as a result of a shift in occupation and activities would have resulted in the
presence of a wider range of votives in the Southeast Deposit, as well as the broader dispersal of
these materials. If the votives from the lower terrace were relocated to the upper terrace the
differences in the number of kalathoi and kotylai must be attributed to differences in selection
rather than areas of use. The difference in the representation of the types could be indicative of
differences in maintenance associated with the use of the types. This raises several questions—
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were the kotylai associated with the mud or burnt layers on the upper terrace; why was the type
largely absent around the hearth building; why was it largely absent from the burnt layers on the
lower terrace; and how does this change our understanding of the use of these areas? While
more detailed documentation of deposition would make it possible to assert if these objects were
treated differently and whether the treatment could be isolated from similar maintenance
practices employed for the treatment of the standard votive corpus on both terraces, the
consideration here shows that there are insights from deposition that hitherto remained
unidentified at Perachora. As my reconsideration of maintenance in conjunction with ‘value’
reflects, a focus on the deposition of the objects being regulated solely by function results in
problematic explanations for the similar practices on the two terraces.
Despite the increased recognition of the investment in the selection of objects in the named
deposits, approaches continue to downplay the information to be gained from the reconstruction
of the materials’ deposition. Even if the predominance of the kalathoi on the lower terrace is
linked to the availability of the object for dedication, and the presence of the type in larger
quantities prompted its deposition in bulk, the concentration of complete objects in the deposit
demonstrates deliberate gathering or selective deposition of a type that differs from and is similar
to the treatment of other votives on the terrace. It is possible that the disposal of a select group
of objects reflects the targeted deposition of a votive that was no longer in use or desirable; this
phenomenon also provides a potential explanation of the clustering of house models in the
Geometric Deposit. When considered in isolation, selective disposal of this type can be
associated with the removal of the votives as a means of taking them out of sight and clearing up
space, or due to a transition in dedicatory practices that relegates a type as no longer relevant. In
the case of kalathoi, the selective deposition of the type could explain the lower
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concentration/absence of the type in the other named deposits at Perachora. However, the
maintenance in the Southeast Deposit does not indicate a mass clean-out of a sanctuary or the
disposal of objects gathered at a collecting point on the terrace. The manner of deposition also
refutes the perception of the Southeast Deposit as a dump resulting from the periodic disposal of
“cheap” materials from the Early Archaic sanctuary. In such a scenario, one would expect the
remains to be more fragmentary and represent a broader array of materials. As the evidence for
the depositional episodes shows, the clustering of materials in the Southeast Deposit is similar to
that from the other votive deposits—such as the Sacred Pool—with selective, single occurrence
episodes of deposition. These examples also help define how single occurrence does not need to
imply direct deposition or the introduction of the materials as part of a single event. Rather, they
indicate that the treatment of the materials was singular in that it was not paralleled by a different
type of deposition. As the treatment of the votives and clustering in the Southeast Deposit
differs drastically from the reoccurring deposition outlined in respect to several other votive
deposits at Perachora, such as the Geometric and Limenia Deposits, it is problematic to view this
deposit as evidence of continuity in practices on the lower terrace during the Early Archaic
period.
By expanding this depositional approach, there is potential to gain further insight into the
Southeast Deposit’s function and its relation to broader maintenance practices by considering
similar deposits, and potentially practices, at other Greek sanctuaries. For instance, another
example of a deposit in a sanctuary of this date with a concentration of kalathoi comes from the
Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore in Corinth.2449 Mylonopoulos links the kalathoi from the
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Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore to ritual practices, emphasizing the potential importance of the
type for cult practices, the role of which is unknown.2450 Our understanding of the deposition of
the type and its presence in high, concentrated quantities in Greek sanctuaries may be informed
by the clustering and treatment of these objects at the end of their use-life. However, without
depositional episodes for cross-comparison, it is only possible to tentatively suggest that the
religious practices associated with use of the object dictated maintenance resulting in the
presence of the type in high numbers in single occurrence deposits. In other words, the
maintenance may not reflect standard, everyday practices, but rather practices dictated by
specific circumstances. This example shows how the continued focus on the value of the objects
as defining their significance has perpetuated a lack of attention to maintenance that can help
determine the significance of the type and its association with religious practices.
Problems with how we understand the deposition of the kalathoi, the so-called cheap votives,
at Perachora, relate to problems with how we understand the deposition of “rich” votives at the
site. While metal objects at Perachora were found scattered throughout several votive deposits,
the Sacred Pool and Fibula Deposit were the only two deposits isolated based on the presence of
a concentration of metal objects. The conceptualization of value in respect to metal votives is
multifaceted as the reuse value of these objects is used to justify their absence and to ascribe
value to their deposition as part of conspicuous consumption. However, the Sacred Pool was
emphasized as containing a rich assemblage while the Fibula Deposit was addressed
peripherally. Thus, interpretations of maintenance in these deposits are influenced by the value
ascribed to votives based on both medium and type. Comparing the maintenance evidenced in
these two deposits to that within the Southeast Deposit allows me to address how the
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maintenance of metal objects differs from, or is the same as, that of other materials. This
comparison also enables me to reconsider the significance that should be attributed to these
distinct maintenance activities at Perachora based on depositional attributes.
The evidence for maintenance shows that the concentration of bronzes in the Sacred Pool,
including the phialai, DE 1 (SP), can be isolated from the mixed deposit of votives above, DE 3
(SP). The assemblage from the lower mud layer of the Sacred Pool consisted of approximately
200 phialai mesomphaloi.2451 Only four examples of full bronze phialai were found in the other
named votive deposits at Perachora, but miniature bronze and clay phialai were part of these
other assemblages.2452 This reflects either selective or direct deposition resulting in the
incorporation of the entire assemblage of phialai at the site into a single deposit. Even if the
deposition reflects direct disposal practices, the incorporation into the pool must be considered in
relation to the system of maintenance practices occurring at the site at large as it offers further
evidence that sheds light on the practices impacting the maintenance represented within the
sacred center. Although the documentation prevents reconstruction of how the objects
themselves were linked, the concentration here and absence elsewhere confirms that differences
in dedication or maintenance resulted in the confinement of the phialai to this area of the
sanctuary for disposal. This has been attributed to the association of the objects with one another
as a result of function, either as dining equipment or cult paraphernalia, but the focus on
association is skewed by an interest in not just the metal, but the value ascribed to the phialai as
indicators of trade affiliations and the adoption of foreign goods as part of cult repertoire.
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Despite emphasis on the phialai, these objects represent a selection of the assemblage and
were found with other bronzes, including figurines, pins, vessel fragments, and fibulae. The
inclusion of a concentration of other metal objects in the depositional assemblage, the
incorporation of the objects into the mud while the pool was still open, and the subsequent
infill/covering of the pool as part of a distinct episode with different votives indicates that the
selective deposition was not solely restricted to the phialai. The inclusion of an array of metals
and exclusion of other votives common at the site is indicative of maintenance governed by
medium, as well as type. Thus, the maintenance cannot be understood without taking into
account the state of the other bronzes incorporated into the assemblage. The majority of the
fibulae at the site, some of which were found in this area, were relatively complete. However,
the bronze vessel attachments, which were concentrated in this area of the site, are more
prevalent than the evidence for complete vessels at Perachora; while the state of documentation
makes it difficult to determine if this is due to preservation or excavation conditions, the
available documentation suggests otherwise. The presence of figurines, fibulae, vessel
attachments, and phialai is indicative of clustering of both complete and fragmentary metal
objects. While this may suggest maintenance focused on reuse, the portions incorporated into
the Sacred Pool are all easily recognizable objects despite fragmentation. The corpus suggests
that the logistics governing the maintenance of these objects both prior to and during deposition
may have been informed by the identifiable nature of the objects.
In the case of the phialai and the other materials excavated in the area, the failure to discuss
the state of preservation and association of the objects makes drawing additional conclusions
about the maintenance related to the deposition of the assemblage difficult. The publication does
outline that the phialai were in “relatively bad condition” and archival documentation of the
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excavation of the materials describes the objects as thin sheets of fragile metal.2453 The
documentation suggests that the phialai may have been compacted, folded, and otherwise
damaged prior to deposition, as has been seen with the dedication of metal objects like armor at
other sites, but the relation of these aspects to maintenance and disposal practices necessitates
further direct study of the assemblage.2454 However, the array of metal objects associated with
the episode of disposal is indicative of on-going maintenance associated with the creation of the
assemblage deposited in the Sacred Pool. As discussed for the Fibula Deposit, the separation of
the type may have been associated with storage practices, but still reflects the deliberate
separation of these materials from other votives. The incorporation of these objects into a visible
water feature, whether associated with the abandonment or use of the Sacred Pool, is suggestive
of disposal associated with transition in the use of the feature; even if the deposition was linked
to libations or had an oracular function—practices that have been used by other scholars to
explain the clustering—the lack of maintenance to allow the pool to stay open suggests that the
maintenance permitted, and possibly even promoted, the infill of the feature.
The association of a large concentration of metals with a time of transition has correlates
with the maintenance associated with the Fibula Deposit, which was deposited on the floor of the
temple and was likely associated with the structure’s abandonment. In addition, the size and

2453

Payne 1940, p. 124; Powell 1943. Access to the phialai housed at the National Museum of
Archaeology in Athens for study is largely prohibited without curatorial training. The phialai are
extremely fragile and difficult to handle without further damaging the objects; personal
communication National Museum of Archaeology in Athens curatorial staff.
2454
The issue of destruction has been addressed in relation to a number of finds from Olympia.
For the destruction of armor, see Graells i Fabregat 2016. For other votives in the burnt layer, see
Bocher 2015. For the discussion of the dumping of votives as fill associated with a building
phase, see, for instance, Gebhard 1998, pp. 96–97; Kron 1992; Lindenlauf 2000, pp. 123–124,
131–133. For the discussion of the absence of the type at Perachora as compared to other
sanctuaries, see Morgan 1990, pp. 127–128.
652

distribution of the Fibula Deposit and Southeast Deposit both suggest a receptacle may have
been dug for the purpose of deposition in these areas. These attributes reflect how maintenance
associated with the Sacred Pool may reflect continuity with earlier practices that has not been
explored due to the focus on the function of the phialai and the lack of proximal association of
the pool with a sanctuary.
The Sacred Pool, unlike the Fibula Deposit, has not been interpreted as a cache of materials
for reuse. In the case of the latter, the concentration of metal objects inside the walls of the
temple on an occupation surface was attributed to unintentional disposal.2455 The association of
the clustering of materials with the floor of the Geometric temple was used to suggest that the
materials had been gathered, perhaps with the intent of reuse or for disposal in the Geometric
Deposit, but then were left and subsequently buried there after the abandonment of the temple. It
is possible that the fibulae were left in the abandoned temple after it was determined that they
were not of significant value as recyclable material. However, if the maintenance is correlated
with that seen in the Sacred Pool, another explanation is that this clustering reflects religious
practices governing the treatment of like objects; as part of on-going maintenance, smaller items
of the same type may have been stored in containers that were either dumped out or were
biodegradable and incorporated into the deposit as part of the process of deposition, while
stackable items, like the vessels, may have been tossed into the deposit.
The size and confinement of both deposits further suggests these were not materials that were
accidently incorporated into the record. As my review of the deposition for the Fibula Deposit
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showed, the cluster extended over a relatively large vertical span, 50 cm, and must have either
been piled on the floor or extended below it in a deliberately constructed pit. In addition, the
destruction of the remainder of the temple and floor surface to the south makes it impossible to
determine if these objects were part of a larger concentration of materials. This makes it difficult
to establish the level of selection involved in the formation of the deposit. However, the
presence of the metal objects in a cluster, like those seen in the Sacred Pool, is indicative of
maintenance that resulted in the collection of select objects for deliberate deposition. The
similarities in maintenance reflect the problems with conflating accidental incorporation or
abandonment with a lack of investment in maintenance.
The overall corpus of bronzes from the site has been discussed as providing a glimpse of the
wealth represented by the dedications at the site.2456 This is because the examples are seen as a
small portion of the bronze dedications that would have been present at Perachora. In his
analysis of the bronzes, Dunbabin points out that while a number of the smaller fragile vases
were fully preserved, like the phialai, the evidence for larger vases and tripods consists of the
attachments and other fragments.2457 The selection of these fragments for deposition, and the
grouping of the metal supports the argument for distinctive maintenance resulting in the disposal
of these materials together. Other clusters of metals, like the bronze spits and animal figurines in
the Geometric Deposit and a cluster of metal vessel fragments and figurines in the Limenia
Deposit, were interpreted by Payne as evidence for the grouping of votives with greater
significance. This association was emphasized for a grouping of metal objects in the Limenia
Deposit, which dated to the Late Archaic period; the cluster included a griffin protome, Herakles,
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lion figurines, Nike, and some other small bronze objects and represents one of the few
extensively documented contexts from the discussion of the Limenia assemblage in the
publications. While little can be said about this example in relation to depositional episodes, it
does provide further evidence of continuity in maintenance associated with metal objects from
the Geometric down through the site’s later occupation. My consideration of the deposition of
metals at Perachora, particularly the comparison of the maintenance practices resulting in
depositional episodes with similar clustering of other, ‘cheaper’ object types, changes our
understanding of the treatment of these materials within the broader system of sanctuary
maintenance.
Comparing the maintenance practices at Perachora also highlights how the focus on votives
has skewed the analysis of deposition due to an interest in establishing evidence to answer
questions about the function of the votives themselves. Rask has argued that clustered
assemblages of objects serve to create “a larger, cohesive monument out of individual discrete
votives”.2458 While he does not correlate this with depositional practices or maintenance, it is
significant to consider that this concept applies to several deposits at Perachora, including the
phialai in the Sacred Pool, kalathoi in the Southeast Deposit, house models in the Geometric
Deposit, Egyptian-type objects to the east of the Hearth Building, and so on. Similar attributes
resulting in the grouping of objects may represent different interests or functions of these
materials; framing the consideration of clustering as part of a deliberate maintenance practice
highlights the benefits of considering micro-scale associations within depositional episodes, as
well as macro-scale differences across deposits. For instance, the concentration of recognizable
types, such as the phialai and kalathoi, suggests maintenance that was informed by the
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association and isolation of select votives within the larger sanctuary assemblage, which could
possibly alter our perception of these objects as part of the dedicatory assemblage. In addition,
fragmentation may not be a good indicator of destruction as a catalyst for maintenance. Instead,
the clustering of bronze attachments from larger vessels, Egyptian type objects, or votive cakes
with kalathoi may be connected to the fact that these objects were easily recognizable and thus
allowed the selection to be representative of the associated practices.
My review of the evidence for maintenance at Perachora highlights the potential of a
depositional approach for using these practices not only to inform our understanding of sitespecific strategies, but also the relationship between deposition and maintenance practices at
other sites. For instance, the work by Frielinghaus has reconsidered what we should define as
evidence for ritual destruction associated with deposition in sacred spaces. She argues that while
it is difficult to distinguish why some materials suffered more than others and that there is no
clear system underlying the choice in the materials damaged, evidence of damage can indicate
the action associated with the preparation of materials for deposition or part of the dedication
process.2459 Showing a similar interest in isolating the role of destruction in deposition, Graells i
Fabregat has used the analysis of the destruction of cuirasses at Olympia to explore why and
when objects were damaged; the destruction and treatment is interpreted as evidence that
particularly recognizable or representative dedications were treated differently from other armor,
such as helmets.2460 Bocher’s analysis of the Geometric bronzes from the black stratum at
Olympia addresses the ritual destruction of votives in association with deposition with a focus on
establishing when and why the folding of metal objects may have occurred; she concludes that
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the deposition of the votives with the debris from the sacrificial altar suggests that the objects
were folded as part of the introduction of the votives to this substrate for deposition as debris.2461
Although these studies analyze a different body of evidence than the metal votives at Perachora,
they show the importance of reconsidering how fragmentation or destruction of objects was
defined as part of depositional practices. Addressing the evidence as part of understanding
maintenance practices provides the framework for discussing these issues as part of the broader
system establishing the parameters for disposal in Greek sanctuaries.
As was addressed with respect to the kotylai and kalathoi, the evidence suggests that it may
be more beneficial to ask the question—are the depositional groupings of objects impacted by
the meaning ascribed to certain dedications? The groupings at Perachora may reflect an interest
in medium that ends up informing deposition, but the clustering in various episodes suggests this
is the product of a more prescriptively applied maintenance strategy. In particular, the clustering
of types may reflect storage and disposal practices that were driven by the association ascribed to
the votive by the dedicant/act of dedication. From a maintenance standpoint, the size of the
objects and the manner of storage would have also facilitated and hindered selection, making it
unsurprising that the types found in clusters are also represented scattered throughout the larger
deposits that were spread across the terraces. For instance, similarities in maintenance strategies
are apparent in the deposition represented in the Egyptian Deposit as in the other named deposits
that utilized collecting points and leveling.
Discussions have ascribed value to the concentrations of Egyptian material in the area around
the Hearth Building on the upper terrace based on the exotic nature of the material and the high
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concentration of similar objects. Two of the most common objects from the Egyptian Area were
scarabs and ivory seals.2462 These finds have limited value as objects that can be reused and are
often discussed as votives that were allowed to accumulate up to a certain point and then were
removed. While initially interpreted as accumulating gradually with other debris in a sacred
heap outside of the Hearth Building, the structure’s reclassification requires that we reconsider
what maintenance strategies resulted in the deposition of this array of objects.
The small size of the scarabs and other votives in this area would have certainly allowed the
objects to be more easily transported. The value of this type of object as building material has
received insufficient attention to support the analysis of the incorporation of the votives as part
of a leveling phase associated with construction, but it is unlikely that the practicality of using
large concentrations of small materials as fill or foundation rubble would have prompted such
extensive investment in carrying the materials across the site in reoccurring episodes. This is
particularly true if it was the case that the entire upper area was clear; this means that possible
locations for disposal must have been bypassed and the finds were clustered at the same point
rather than being distributed at random points across the terrace. While it is still possible that
these objects were dedicated or stored here, the reinterpretations of this area as an auxiliary
center for dining have implied that this is not the case. This means that these materials were
carried here from elsewhere, possibly in association with the clearing of other areas of the
sanctuary.

2462

Baumbach 2004, pp. 26–29. Baumbach has argued that a number of the dedications from
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658

While this seems unrelated to the selective deposition in other votive deposits, there are
parallels in the treatment of the objects that inform our understanding of maintenance. Rather
than being deposited as a result of gradual accumulation or convenience, the deposition suggests
a level of deliberate selection that initially set these objects apart from the other remains.
Although Egyptian-type objects were found across the site throughout the larger votive deposits,
as was the case with the fibulae, there was a distinct concentration of the materials in the area to
the east of the Hearth Building. These remains were placed here on the cleared surface after the
construction of the structure. Much like the fibulae, the deposition indicates the materials were
placed together prior to the spreading across the upper terrace. The clustering in both instances
suggests the objects may have been stored or collected in containers that were either deposited or
dumped, and thus facilitated the preservation of this selection even after deposition. This
association cannot be explained as merely a practical aspect of moving materials, as the
clustering of like types indicates that it was not just size governing the grouping of objects. The
impact of the nature of objects on maintenance practices could explain the large quantity of
objects of the same type that were grouped together, either when on display, in storage, or during
deposition. Whether this is a result of convenience, in which the pre-selection of these objects in
containers promoted deposition together, or deliberate selection, in which the grouping of items
was deliberately preserved, is evident that the maintenance at Perachora reflects underlying
influences that we do not yet fully understand.
10.3.2. Reoccurring Depositional Episodes and Maintenance Practices
The analysis of deposits in sacred spaces has been used to determine the function of
structures and spaces, particularly in respect to identifying activity areas used for religious
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practices, such as dining, processions, incubation, and sacrifice.2463 In the case of Perachora, the
named votive deposits were emphasized as demarcating changes in the development the sacred
center. For instance, the Geometric, Limenia, and Akraia Deposits have been interpreted as
deposits that were the product of maintenance associated with the modification of the sanctuary.
As a result, these deposits have been discussed extensively in relation to events such as
reorganization, renovation, rebuilding, and expansion. These interpretations of the named
deposits often imply that the manner of deposition for votive deposits was uniform.
Approaching the depositional episodes as evidence for reoccurring deposition involves shifting
the focus away from named deposits as representative of a specific occupation phase of a
sanctuary. As a result, my reconstruction of the maintenance from depositional episodes allows
us to reevaluate interpretations of the formation and function of these deposits.
As the focus of this analysis, I outline the evidence for the reoccurring depositional episodes
on both the upper and lower terraces in relation to broader concerns about the identification of
past practices and activity areas. The reoccurring maintenance practices at Perachora suggest the
consecutive and separate deposition of votives and burnt remains. Reconsidering the evidence
for continuity in disposal practices provides a different picture of the relationship between
religious practices and the use of spaces at the site. For instance, in the case of the portion of the
Limenia Deposit isolated to the east of the Hearth Building, significance was initially attributed
to the deposit based on its proximity to a sanctuary and then based on its significance for
delineating the extension of the auxiliary space associated with the sanctuary on the lower
terrace. The analysis of maintenance in the area shows that the placement of the materials in the
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Egyptian Pit reflects similar investment in maintenance as seen in the Southeast Deposit or
Sacred Pool, but the manner of spreading the votives across the terrace in the Protocorinthian
episodes and their association with the burnt strata reflects similar reoccurring maintenance to
that in the area around the Geometric temple. I address below the evidence for reoccurring
maintenance in relation to the identification of disposal in “core” and “auxiliary” spaces at
Perachora in order to establish a more nuanced picture of the varied function of spaces within the
area defined as sacred. Reconsidering these associations also permits detailed investigation into
the relationships between the burnt layers and the votive layers at the site, as well as the
comparison of the burnt layers to similar strata discussed at other sanctuaries.
While sacrifices and evidence of feasting have been discussed in reconstructions of the
religious practices Perachora, the evidence for these practices has only been mentioned
peripherally in reconstructions of the site’s stratigraphy.2464 Although it is possible to distinguish
between layers containing higher concentrations of votives and the burnt layers, Payne was too
focused on the votives as a whole to take much time accessing the differences in the assemblages
across the site. As a result, the state of the record makes it difficult to definitively identify the
burnt remains from any of the deposits as evidence of dining/feasting or sacrifice. These
practices are discussed here as part of the reevaluation of the burnt layer as both have been
discussed as part of the reconstruction of activity centers and identification of structures at
Perachora. Due to the fact that the episodes containing burnt materials were treated as part of the
votive deposits at Perachora, it is necessary to consider them in relation to other votive layers
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Of note is the limited discussion of dining, sacrifice, and feasting in the primary excavation
volumes. Tomlinson’s reidentification of the structures and activities on the upper terrace
prompted the extensive reconsideration of dining and sacrifice at the site (Tomlinson 1988, pp.
167–171; 1990, pp. 95–101; 1992, p. 337).
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from the named deposits as they are not the same type of depositional episode. This distinction
highlights the difficulty with classifying votive deposits, emphasizing that the inclusion of
votives can be the product of specific depositional episodes represented by different maintenance
practices.
The identification of sacrifice and dining on the terraces has been linked to the discussion of
the site assemblages more than the analysis of the burnt layers. Unfortunately, the limited
documentation of the faunal remains at the site and the poor publication of the burnt layers has
caused this evidence to be discussed as supplementary to our understanding of sacrificial and
dining practices at other Greek sanctuaries. For instance, the Hearth Building was interpreted as
having an internal hearth/pit that served as a designated area for burnt sacrifice.2465 The
surrounding area was identified as the Egyptian Sacrificial Area in the archival materials due to
the association of the burnt material with the hearth, but the association of the layer with
sacrificial practices is not addressed in the primary publications. Subsequent discussions of
sacrifice on the terrace have focused on the presence of the feature rather than the relation of the
feature to the burnt layer around the Hearth Building. As a result, the discussion of burnt
remains as evidence for sacrificial practices does not associate the individual strata with specific
areas or assemblages. My reconstruction shows that the burnt layers were easily distinguished
from the other episodes due to the difference in the soil matrix. In all of the isolatable instances,
the burnt substrate was spread over top of layers, or episodes, with higher concentrations votives.
The documentation establishes that the burnt layer was thinner or spanned less depth than the
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Payne 1940, p. 110. This feature has been compared to that in the sanctuary of Herakles on
Thasos (Corbett 1970, p. 152; Bergquist 1967). Will proposed that the oracle at the Heraion may
have been associated with sacrifices to the dead burnt on the hearth in the Limenia Temple.
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temple (Will 1953, p. 164).
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associated layers, which were often referred to as mud layers with higher concentrations of
objects. Despite difficulty in establishing the evidence for the distinct assemblages due to the
conflation of the episodes into single votive deposits, the direct association of the two episodes is
further indicated by the mixing of the two layers in some areas. The association of the layers,
which differs from the uniform substrates isolated in single occurrence depositional episodes, is
indicative of cyclical, reoccurring site maintenance at Perachora.
The presence of materials identified as votives in the burnt layer is what prompted the
conflation of the levels with the other episodes within the named deposits. Issues with the
classification of assemblages as part of a votive deposits remain evident when juxtaposing the
interpretations of select object types from Perachora. Interpretations of function have focused on
whether a type should be interpreted as votive or cult/dining paraphernalia. For instance,
Menadier argues that the association of select items from the votive deposits, such as spits, with
feasting is appealing due to the importance of ritual feasting at various Hera sanctuaries.2466
Baumbach argues that although the phialai could have served as banqueting equipment, as
proposed by Tomlinson, it is more likely that these objects were votives.2467 This interpretation
follows Sinn in that the identification of the objects as votives is based on their association with
the large votive assemblage from the area.2468 The review of the depositional episodes herein has
shown that in the case of the Sacred Pool, the bronze materials were not associated with a larger
votive assemblage. The maintenance also indicates that the phialai were kept separate from the
burnt remains and there is no evidence of burnt material in the depositional episodes isolated in
the lower levels of the Sacred Pool. Even if both episodes contained materials that can be
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attributed to sacrifice or dining, the distinction in maintenance suggests that the phialai were kept
isolated from both the other votives, as well as the burnt remains. The evidence for maintenance,
along with the presence of other bronzes in the level, thus supports the identification of these
remains as objects dealt with through selective maintenance, whether or not they are votives.
Similar to the investigations into the function of the phialai, the analysis of the ceramics has
addressed issues of function in reconstructing religious practices and activity areas. Patrick
argued that while several of the vessel types represented could have served as votives, the
Protocorinthian assemblage from the upper terrace was more indicative of drinking and food
consumption; in his interpretation, the corpus is attributed to the use of the vessels for large
dining events or feasting.2469 Avramidou has more recently argued that despite the recognition of
the long history of feasting at the site, the majority of ceramics should be classified as votives.2470
Bocher has drawn attention to the difficulty with distinguishing between votives and feasting
equipment in deposits of sacrificial remains in her analysis of the black stratum at Olympia.2471
When questioning whether black layers of this type in sanctuaries are associated with votives,
she references how the presence of drinking vessels and votives in the black layer at Perachora is
indicative of the potential association of burnt layers with votives—it is not clear here which of
the burnt layers she is referring to or what is being classified as non-votive versus votive.2472
Overall, the classification of objects at Perachora is referenced as part of a larger interest in
isolating religious practices by establishing the function of specific objects and their potential
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association with debris from sacrifice/dining and dedication. While of note, the depositional
evidence for these episodes helps establish how the treatment of objects may be more
informative than type alone for understanding how different maintenance strategies relate to the
function of the objects.
The focus of these arguments raises the question, what is at stake in attempts to classify
objects as votive or non-votive, or as dedicatory or dining paraphernalia? While significant, the
lack of contextualization of the assemblages from different episodes at Perachora makes it
beneficial to start by asking how different cult paraphernalia was treated and how this relates to
our understanding of the maintenance associated with less controversially identified votives.
Considering the evidence as part of a system of maintenance makes it less pivotal to establish
whether these objects are votives and how this classification impacts the identification of the
associated layer as a votive deposit. Instead, addressing the remains from the purview of
maintenance allows us to reexamine the association between materials, like the objects
associated with the mud and burnt remains, by considering the associations revealed through the
reconstruction of the depositional episodes and maintenance at the site. Then we can ask if the
“votives” in episodes that do not contain sacrificial/dining debris are different and establish what
this means for the religious practices occurring at Perachora.
Several aspects of maintenance at Perachora support identifying the burnt substrate as
remains from sacrifice or dining, rather than episodes associated with maintenance resulting
from a destruction event or fire. The lack of evidence for destruction associated with these
episodes comes from the absence of both architectural debris and signs of burning on the
associated ceramics and materials; unfortunately, the documentation of the faunal remains does
not note the extent of faunal remains that showed signs of burning. However, in the archival
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record, the documentation notes concentrations of bone found in association with the horizons
isolated as burnt strosis; these references offer the most extensive documentation of faunal
remains for the site and suggest the materials were predominantly found in association with these
episodes. For instance, the burnt layer associated with the Geometric Deposit was outlined as
containing carbonized matter, particularly bones, DE 8 (LT), while the burnt layers to the east
and west of the polygonal wall on the upper terrace are both outlined as containing
concentrations of bones, DE 2 & 4 (EP) and DE 2 & 4 (LD). The presence of ash, bone,
ceramics, and some votives in these episodes suggests the type of substrate associated with ash
layers identified at other Greek sanctuaries.2473
The reconstruction of maintenance for select areas can also be used to establish how the
episodes differentiated between the materials produced by different practices occurring on both
terraces. The evidence for feasting practices on the eastern portion of the terrace in the
Geometric period is largely attributed to the presence of drinking vessels from the Geometric
Deposit.2474 In the case of the burnt strosis associated the Geometric Deposit, the layer was
identified in the pits excavated below and around the altar, DE 8 (LT). This placement,
combined with the discussion of the episodes, indicates that, much like the Egyptian Pit, the
votive layer was concentrated in this area first, and then spread across the terrace to the west
until it petered out, DE 7 (LT). Similarly, the burnt material was spread on top of the layer of
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votives and extended to the west in an increasingly dwindling level. This indicates an initial
clustering and then spreading of votives extending from a central location, followed by the
spreading of the sacrificial debris from roughly the same focal point, the area directly west of the
Geometric temple. The distinct separation of the layers, at least prior to the mixing resulting
from the spreading of the deposited materials, demonstrates that the materials were stored,
collected, or formed distinctly from the other remains prior to being brought to this same
location. However, the bones and evidence for burning were also identified in the excavation of
the area between the paving and 6th century temple, suggesting that the level extended across the
lower terrace. It is worth considering that the spreading of the votives may have been linked to
or prompted sacrifice and feasting activities, but it is not likely that the concentration of
ash/burnt remains and votives would be the product of a single event. This is also true of the
reoccurring layers of votives and burnt material spread in the area around the Hearth Building
and across the upper terrace.
The reoccurring episodes isolated within the Protocorinthian layer around the Hearth
Building, DE 1–4 (EP), do not mark the abandonment of the sanctuary, nor a shift in the
treatment of dedications and sacrificial material that differs from the activities occurring on the
lower terrace during the Geometric period. For the area of the Hearth Building, the presence of a
burnt layer at the top of each of the two layers containing votives indicates that maintenance was
undertaken at two different points within the Protocorinthian period to dispose of votives, and in
each instance the disposal was followed by the deposition of burnt material. The burnt layer, like
the concentrations of votives, was thicker to the east of the Hearth Building and was spread
across the entirety of the upper terrace and thinned out to the west. As with the Geometric
Deposit, the burnt layer was thickest in the area that can be established as part of the core, where
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the concentration of the votive remains was the densest, showing similar focal points for the
spreading of the layers. The disturbances in the middle of the upper terrace obscure the relation
of these episodes to the mixed Protocorinthian and Corinthian layer of the Limenia Deposit, DE
5 (LD), but the continuation of the four layers in various areas, DE 1–4 (LD), suggests a similar
depositional practice as on the lower terrace—with both sets of remains spread across the
majority of the open space. In addition, on both terraces, the absence of the burnt layer within
the structures indicates the material was not originally present on the interior of these spaces.
Although the Akraia Deposit is more difficult to interpret due to the large mixing of the
layers, possibly as a result of leveling for a drainage course in the Roman period, the mention of
burnt remains as the lowest layer in the levels around the Roman House, DE 17 (LT), suggests
similar maintenance was undertaken on this side of the terrace. Although two clear depositional
episodes could not be distinguished in relation to one another, the documentation shows that
portions of the burnt layer are associated with undisturbed layers containing large quantities of
Protocorinthian ceramics, like the section inside the Roman house. In addition, the
documentation outlines votives below and above the burnt layer in the area outside the house.
The presence of predominantly Protocorinthian materials below the burnt layer inside the house
and the separation of the layers outside suggests the lower layers and the thin mixed (Archaic to
Hellenistic) layer of votives identified as the upper layer outside the house resulted from several
episodes of deposition. These conflated layers make up the mixed remains identified as the
Akraia Deposit. However, the evidence indicates that the later episode rests on top of an earlier
burnt stratum and that these burnt remains, including those found mixed into the Akraia Deposit
in some areas, are not the product of a burning event associated with the destruction of the
sanctuary by Mummius, as has been previously suggested, but are earlier in date. Furthermore,
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the uniform nature of the Akraia Deposit and the concentration of the burnt material near the
surface of this layer suggests the same reoccurring leveling of votives and burnt material seen
elsewhere at the site, rather than the disturbance of earlier, concentrated votive deposits and the
mixing of these materials with destruction debris. This is supported by the brief mention of a
burnt layer and bones to the west, DE 13 (LT), which abuts the undisturbed of the Southeast
Deposit, DE 12 (LT). These levels indicate that reoccurring deposition occurred across all of the
occupied areas on both the upper and lower terrace. Despite the difference in the date of creation
of some of these votive deposits, such as the Geometric Deposit and Akraia Deposit, the
depositional episodes highlight both that the logistics governing the maintenance of episodes of
deposition of votives and sacrificial material prevailed throughout the life of the sanctuary and
that the disposal of votives in named deposits is associated with the activities occurring
throughout the use-life of the sacred center rather than during instances of development or
destruction.
The construction of occupation surfaces in close association with reoccurring depositional
episodes containing votives and burnt remains—although not as substantial as major building
phases associated with architectural construction— is indicative of the impact of continual
maintenance on defining activity areas at Perachora. For instance, the presence of white and
sandy layers in the Geometric Deposit, DE 6–7 (LT), with concentrations of votives above and
below, and a white layer in the Egyptian Area, DE 6 (EP) which separates concentrations of
votives, indicates interim maintenance between the deposition of votives and burnt remains.
Although it is difficult to definitively say what was standard practice, these delineations are
indicative of reoccurring practices that separated certain remains, possibly reflecting deliberate
investment in maintaining the distinction between the remains produced by differing activities.
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For instance, the continual evidence for the separation of the mud layer and the burnt layer
suggests that the substrate represented in the respective layers initially accumulated separately.
The quantity of materials for each layer cannot be fully reconstructed, and, even if it could be,
this evidence is not understood in such a way as to be equated with a specific duration of
accumulation. However, the evidence for the heaping of the votives in the area of the Egyptian
Pit, alongside the spreading of the layers across varying extents, suggests periods of
accumulation in which both types of debris were collected separately and remained visible,
perhaps as a form of conspicuous consumption. Again, the deliberate separation suggests
specific maintenance associated with the preservation of the products of specific performances,
resulting in the delineation of materials based on their association with different practices.
The evidence of votive and burnt layers across both terraces also informs our understanding
of the overall accumulation, or lack thereof, occurring at the site in association with the
occupation of the sanctuary. Payne noted throughout the excavations and publication volume the
impact of wash and water. The removal and prevention of accumulation—evidenced by the
relation of depositional episodes and the continued terracing and construction—suggest
investment in the on-going maintenance of the sanctuary from the Geometric down through the
Hellenistic period. For instance, in the case of the Geometric Deposit, these episodes rest in
direct articulation with the Helladic episodes below. In addition, the burnt layer and votive
deposit, despite being cut through by the construction of the altar and paving at some points,
showed no evidence of accumulation of wash. In fact, the area around the Geometric temple,
particularly behind the backing wall associated with the stoa, showed no distinction in the
amount of accumulation, nor was accumulation mentioned around the Fibula Deposit. The same
is true for the Southeast Deposit, where it is evident that little soil had accumulated before the
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deposit was disturbed as part of the construction of the Southeastern Polygonal Wall. In the area
of the upper terrace, the only accumulation documented by Payne in association with the
occupied periods is a result of the deposition around the Hearth Building and spreading of these
layers. In fact, even in the area above the Sacred Pool and the fill below the Hellenistic houses,
the episodes reflect the secondary deposition of mixed votive and sacrificial layers. It is only in
the levels below the Roman house, above the Akraia Deposit, and in the fill above the stoa and
paving that there is evidence for significant accumulation from wash. My reassessment of the
layers shows that the depositional episodes often discussed as wash were actually the product of
maintenance associated with the use and occupation of the space within the broader period
ascribed to the deposit. The limited evidence for wash from the upper to the lower terrace
indicates that maintenance activities were conducted that ensured that wash and accumulation
did not develop throughout the life of the sanctuary and that these materials were either disposed
of elsewhere or incorporated as part of the depositional episodes.
The reoccurring episodes also indicate that accumulation was controlled, and maintenance
served to both facilitate and dispose of accumulation. In the first visible stage of accumulation,
whether in storage or part of a collecting heap, the material was removed, but not removed from
sight or the sanctuary. Then, when the materials were spread and deposited, the materials were
removed from sight, but deposited in a way that maintained this initial distinction. Although the
spreading of the levels resulted in mixing and what is referred to in various deposits as poor
stratigraphy, the maintenance followed a set of rules that produced distinct depositional
patterning. This supports the interpretation that the clusters of materials within various deposits,
like the bronzes in the Sacred Pool or the scarabs in the Egyptian Pit, were not accumulated in
one spot as a result of storage disrupted by wash. The concentration of the materials and
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placement below the levels spread across the terraces supports the identification of clustering as
representative of the selection of materials as part of instances of disposal.
I now consider how the evidence for maintenance changes our understanding of the
deposition of votives on the upper and lower terraces, highlighting how the juxtaposition of
deposits in reconstructions of the two areas has hindered the consideration of similarities and
differences in the maintenance of these activity areas. Tomlinson had argued that it is often the
case that a main cult center has an annex attached to it that serves a different function. He argues
that such areas may serve to separate dining activities from practices like sacrifice and
dedication; in the case of Perachora, he notes that the topography naturally promoted the
delineation of the two areas and that the difference in function explained the “disparity in the
distribution of the votive deposits”.2475 This causes him to hypothesize that the need to keep the
lower terrace cleared prompted the removal of the large concentrations of small finds, or perhaps
relegated their dedication to the upper terrace. Here again, the notion is that humbler offerings
could be distanced from the core of the sanctuary, as long as they were still dumped within the
bounds of scared space. However, as we have seen, the deposition at Perachora goes against this
kind of distinction both in respect to sacrificial remains and in respect to the worth of the
materials governing how they were moved, deposited, and redeposited, and thereby creates a
more nuanced narrative for maintenance at a sacred site.
Reconsidering sacrificial deposits at other Greek sites have the potential to inform the
narrative of sacred maintenance practices further, while also using the evidence reconstructed
from Perachora to provide a counterpoint to some of these interpretations. The analysis of the
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pottery at the Heraion on Samos has addressed the identification of materials as feasting or
sacrificial debris; interpretations have associated specific assemblages with large-scale sacred
meals and ritual dining.2476 Shifting away from the association of pottery with ritual meals,
Avaramido has argued that the production of specific wares, evidenced by the increase of certain
types ascribed to Hera (Hera-pottery), was associated with restorations or construction within the
temple center.2477 As outlined above, this does not appear to be the case at Perachora. However,
two possible explanations for this phenomenon have been explored by Avaramido that inform
our understanding of the potential maintenance associated with the Heraion. In one scenario, the
materials are associated with sacrifice and dining that occurred after a building project,
commemorating the completion of the construction; this means that the tradition may have been
an accepted part of reoccurring cult-practices.2478 Alternatively, the wares are interpreted as
evidence for the presence of workers.2479 Avramidou investigates this latter scenario, arguing
that there is a correlation in the number of wares and the construction phases represented at
Samos.2480 This, combined with the fact that it would have been necessary for the sanctuary to
maintain the workmen, causes her to argue that the vessels were produced and provided en mass
by the sanctuary, for the work force. According to Avramidou, “The association of Hera-pottery
with laborers does not taint its sacred character as it was used within the temenos and helped to
regulate daily activities and practical needs”.2481 Within this framework, the goods are
interpreted as property of the sanctuary, and are discussed as needing to remain within the sacred
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bounds. Johnston has also discussed the association of vessels with workmen in respect to the
representation of ceramics in deposits at Aegina.2482 Other interpretations of concentrations of
materials and vessels in votive deposits at other sanctuaries continue to draw correlations
between these layers and renovations occurring in sacred spaces. However, the maintenance at
Perachora suggests that such events may not have occurred in conjunction with large building
phases; it is even possible that the maintenance associated with the leveling of votives was
associated a large enough activity to prompt an associated event, which raises the question—is it
accurate to associate this level of activity with a designated work force versus worshipers or
large groups frequenting the sanctuary?
My review of the evidence provides a counterbalance to several interpretations of the
deposits and assemblages from Perachora. I showed that while issues of sacrifice and dining are
prominent at Perachora, they have not been associated with the analysis of the burnt remains, but
rather with discussions of the conflated assemblages attributed to the named deposits at the site.
The concept that sacrificial and dining practices were moved between the two terraces has been
explored; while the similarity in burnt layers could support this, the presence of the reoccurring
deposition of Protocorinthian votives on the upper terrace suggests that too much emphasis has
been placed on distinguishing practices based on the movement of practices between terraces.
The similarity in the depositional episodes suggests that our understanding of the relation
between deposition and activity areas needs to be investigated further as it could shed new light
on the use of these spaces overtime. Despite the mixing of several of the burnt layers with the
votive deposits, it is clear that the burnt matrix does not comprise the entirety of any of the
votive deposits, but often serves to delineate episodes of votive deposition during the occupation
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of the associated structures. The documentation prohibits concrete conclusions, but the dispersal
of the materials suggests that while some votives were integrated into the layer along with bones
and other burnt material, it is possible to distinguish evidence for burnt layers in association with
larger concentrations of votives deposited across both terraces.
The reconstruction of deposition at Perachora revealed an unexpected association in respect
to the maintenance and disposal of votives, dining equipment, and sacrificial remains, that
highlights the importance of revisiting the legacy data using a depositional perspective.
Although past analysis has placed emphasis on the information the corpus provides for
understanding construction practices, the evidence reflects the importance of reconsidering
depositional activities as a means of establishing the differences and similarities in maintenance.
These comparisons raise further questions about the relationship between the disposal of
sacrificial debris and votives at Perachora. For instance, what sort of labor force was necessary
not only to prepare for construction, but to clean-out and level these layers of votives? Was the
event of votive deposition one that was recognized by communal activities resulting in the
subsequent deposition of sacrificial/dining remains?
10.4. Concluding Remarks
It is clear that despite, or perhaps because of, the long history of occupation at Perachora,
there was continual investment in the maintenance of the occupied space through the deposition
of votives and other substrates. The depositional episodes associated with votives included both
reoccurring and single occurrence deposition, which often correlated with spread-out and
contained layers, respectively; there is clustering within the spread-out layers, but the
assemblages have more variety than is represented in the contained layers—consider for
instance, the assemblages from the episodes from the Geometric Deposit, DE 7 (LT), and
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Limenia Deposit, DE 1 & 3 (LD) , as well as the Egyptian Pit, DE 1 & 3 (EP), versus those
from the Southeast Deposit, DE 12 (LT), and Sacred Pool, DE 1 (SP). In the case of some of
these episodes, such as the core layer from the Sacred Pool, it is difficult to state with certainty
whether the area referred to as a single deposit, DE 1 (SP), was comprised of several instances of
deposition unable to be isolated due to the state of the record. However, the clustering and
containment of the materials is indicative of the same type of single occurrence deposition
isolated for the Southeast Deposit, as well as the Fibula Deposit. This deposition stands in sharp
contrast to the juxtaposing votive and burnt layers reoccurring in the larger-scale deposits on
both terraces. Despite these distinctions, both the reoccurring and single occurrence depositional
episodes used to dispose of votives at Perachora indicate that maintenance was more complex
than acknowledged previously and not solely driven by the need to make space or to maintain
distinctions in the function of different areas.
Although I use the two classifications—reoccurring and single occurrence—to help isolate
the treatment of votives as part of differing maintenance strategies, I do not view these variances
as indicative of instances or types of maintenance that are more significant than others. My
approach does not attempt to emphasize one type of maintenance over the other as both are
necessary for understanding continuity in practices throughout the life of the sanctuary and
reviewing both comprehensively makes it possible to consider this continuity in relation to the
circumstances and actions driving maintenance. By more comprehensively establishing the
types of deposition occurring at the site, I explored how the relationships between deposition
throughout Perachora’s occupation help us reconstruct a narrative about the treatment of
materials—temporary deposition at visible collecting points, permanent deposition removing the
materials from sight, the separation of substrates from different activities, reoccurring deposition
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of different substrates, the spreading of layers across larger occupation areas, the transport of
votives, and various other maintenance practices that can only be identified through the analysis
of deposition within and across deposits.
In the case of the episodes from the areas associated with named deposits, inferences can be
made about the situationally driven maintenance practices. For instance, the Sacred Pool,
Southeast Deposit, Fibula Deposit, and Foundation Deposit reflect instances in which the
materials were rather contained and were not spread across the associated areas. The
identification of these deposits as the product of similar maintenance strategies groups deposits
that were previously ascribed drastically different significance on the basis of contents (e.g.,
cheap versus rich) based on the similar treatment of materials. Interestingly, these contained
deposits and other examples of clustering are not associated with a distinct burnt layer, as is the
case with the other major depositional episodes representative of deposits that were spread across
the terraces. The deposition of bronzes and other finds within the Sacred Pool is not associated
with the deposition of a range of votives and burnt remains above, and the evidence for burning
in the area of the Southeast Deposit is associated with episodes that were not directly related to
and were perhaps disturbed in conjunction with this deposit. My consideration showed that these
instances of maintenance and deposition were not associated with a large-scale modification of
the landscape or the spreading of a higher concentration of materials from an identifiable and
proximal collecting point. In addition, the presence of selective assemblages suggests that these
associations were an active part of the sanctuary experience that has remained largely
unexplored.
At Perachora, the distribution of votives across both terraces indicates that deposition was not
restricted to areas that were unoccupied or in completely out-of-the-way locations. Even in the
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cases where the initial collecting points—locations of clustering prior to the spreading of the
materials—the choice in locations for deposition reflects a willingness to carry materials for
greater distances than was practically necessary, as well as a consciousness choice not to
continually deposit the materials from on-going practices down slopes, in areas needing infill due
to erosion, in open fields, or in the sea. For instance, the placement of the remains to the east of
the Hearth Building would have allowed the heap to accumulate in an area relatively protected
from wash, and the placement of concentrations of the Geometric materials above an occupation
surface suggest storage elsewhere and eventual expansion of the layer to the south down the
slope to the sea. Overall, my reconstruction of deposition indicated that it was possible to have a
visible collection heap near the sanctuary, such as the concentration of votives and ceramics that
were still present in the area of the Akraia Temple by the Roman period, or that it was necessary
to move the objects to an edge but keep them in an occupied space, such as the collection of
votives to the east of the Hearth Building in the Protocorinthian period. However, it is the
perception of these leveling fills, like the Akraia Deposit and Limenia Deposit, as dumps that has
perpetuated the idea that at some point prior to deposition the votives were considered to be
rubbish; this has caused the assemblage to be perceived as no longer being an active part of the
maintenance of the sacred center, transitioning the materials into the category of debris needing
to be dealt with through deposition.
Taking a depositional approach to Perachora revealed that divorcing the investigation from
concerns with defining votive deposits or sacred rubbish allowed me to establish new questions
about how religious practices defined the treatment of materials within sacred spaces. The
evidence of sacrificial/dining debris, votive layers, and other strata in named deposits suggested
that the logistics informing maintenance practices can be reconsidered using indicators—e.g.,
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association, deliberate separation, temporary deposition, containment, reoccurrence—that help us
understand how these layers accumulated and were deposited throughout the occupation of the
sacred center. In the case of both the upper and lower terraces there were mud and burnt layers,
with depositional evidence for these reoccurring episodes coming from the Geometric, Akraia,
and Limenia Deposits. The reoccurring practices represented on the terraces tell us that select
maintenance at the site was unaltered over time, and that changes in dedicatory practices, as
evidenced by the difference in the assemblages from deposits on the two terraces, were not
directly correlated with changes in the broadscale maintenance of votives at Perachora.
Furthermore, closer analysis of the episodes within these votive deposits showed that clustering
of higher concentrations of votives within the layers was likely the product of maintenance
practices centered on the on-going upkeep of the active dedicatory assemblage. These layers
indicate the disposal of votives at collecting points; they provide insights into stages of
maintenance—such as the clustering of votives for display or storage, the clustering of materials
during collection, or the accumulation of votives in heaps in association with the occupation—
precipitating the final preserved state of deposition.
Maintenance can result in a spectrum of depositional practices, ranging from the repeated
leveling of votives and burnt remains as part of on-going sanctuary maintenance, to the
clustering of votives within in more contained episode with a narrower selection of materials. In
the case of the Egyptian and Limenia Deposits, the initial comparison suggested the clustering of
Egyptian materials was emphasized in the collection and grouping of materials, but was not
maintained in association with the spreading materials to create a level surface. However, the
delineation between substrates was strictly maintained and earlier remains were found at lower
levels indicating that the section of the deposit referred to as the Egyptian Pit provides clearer
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documentation of the maintenance occurring prior to leveling. By isolating differences in the
stages of maintenance, it becomes clear that binaries, such as careful and careless/structured and
unstructured, often occur simultaneous to one another, and must be conceived of differently at
distinct points in the maintenance process. This is also evidenced by the association of votive
deposits and burnt layers with votives that may be the product of sacrifice/dining. Despite our
emphasis on a delineation of auxiliary space in the sanctuary, the treatment of votives in different
areas at Perachora suggests more emphasis on delineating the products of these activities rather
than the use of the areas. In other words, the separation of concentrations of materials in specific
substrates indicates that maintenance practices were impacted by and preserved the affiliation of
debris from different activities.
While the presence of similar practices can be reduced to the explanation of practicality, my
argument showed that the evidence for deposition is indicative of additional constraints
informing maintenance. My review of the episodes from the named deposits at Perachora
suggests that specific maintenance activities, such as the transportation and selection of
materials, use of space, the association of finds and substrates, and investment of labor, persisted
throughout the life of the sanctuary. This perception of deposition changes our understanding of
the logistics governing maintenance. In contrast to the concerns set out in the sacred laws, which
say where not to dump something or why the property of the gods cannot be removed from the
sacred center, my depositional consideration of these deposits sheds light on the persistence and
frequency of specific practices by isolating evidence that can be discussed as representative of
standard or on-going maintenance practices.
Taking a depositional approach to the evidence shifts the focus away from votive deposits as
a source of finds, or as representative of specific phases or dates. Instead, I focus on how the
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reconsideration of the archaeological evidence for deposition at Perachora provides an avenue
for re-examining our understanding of maintenance activities occurring throughout the
occupation of the sacred center. By letting the evidence speak for itself, my methodology
provided significant contributions to our understanding of maintenance practices at Perachora,
demonstrating that the deposits are indicative of similar reoccurring and single-event deposition
on both terraces, as well as similar deposition associated with periods of both occupation and
renovation. It is in its application, however, that my study has the most value for the field of
Classical archaeology, showing the viability of a new avenue of investigation for sanctuary sites,
like Perachora, throughout the Greek world.
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Chapter 11. A New Depositional Approach to Studying Votive Deposits: A Conclusion
11.1. Introduction
I chose to reconsider the votive deposits at Perachora in part because of my broader interest
in how the manner of deposition established for votive deposits and the associated assemblages
remains a major source of evidence in studies on topics related to Greek religion, including the
analysis of cult practices and ritual, the definition of sanctuaries and sacred space, the discussion
of socio-economic developments, and the cross-comparison of dedicatory practices and
dedications. Despite increased interest in legacy data using archival material—particularly in
reevaluations of materials using contextual analysis—and in employing less biased interpretive
frameworks in the reconstruction of the archaeological record, the analysis of votives in the
study of Greek sanctuaries can be subdivided into three main spheres of interest: 1) the study of
votives as a subset of evidence from a certain period, cult, or region; 2) the analysis of votives as
evidence for religious practices, such as dedications and feasting; and 3) the comparative use of
votives and sanctuaries to draw conclusions about broader historical and cultural
developments.2483 While the incorporation of the analysis of deposition into the consideration of
these three areas of interest has challenged the way archaeologists think about concepts like
ritual, rubbish, sacred, profane, patterning, and disposal in respect to the archaeological record,
there is no single answer to what deposition is and how we should define it in the analysis of
votive deposits—particularly in the use of votive deposits and the associated assemblages to
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reconstruct narratives about the events associated with developments occurring throughout the
life of the sanctuary. My dissertation uses aspects of approaches employed by other scholars
(e.g., depositional analysis; structuring and patterning; reconstruction of stratigraphy; critiques of
past classifications; low-, medium-, and high inference) in developing my reconsideration of the
evidence from Perachora. However, my original contribution is the implementation of these
aspects as part of a methodology focused on comprehensive depositional analysis that allows me
to reconsider maintenance practices as part of an on-going system of sanctuary upkeep.
My dissertation proposed an approach structured around a systematic reconsideration of how
deposition informs our understanding of the critical relationships of deposition at three stages:
deposits/votive deposits, depositional episodes, and maintenance. I show through the application
of low-, medium-, and high-level analysis for Perachora that deposition must be clearly, but
differently defined as part of each stage of analysis. For my methodology, developing the
parameters for defining deposition along a spectrum is what allows the proposed approach to be
applied to more than just Perachora. The benefits of doing so are addressed throughout, but I
emphasize here how my application provides a successful proof of concept that my methodology
effectively altered our understanding of the practices occurring at Perachora, and that it can and
should be applied in the analysis of other sites.
11.2. Reconstructing Legacy Data: Investing in Revisiting Votive Deposits
The use of legacy data in reconsiderations of archaeological evidence is not new, but I have
demonstrated in this dissertation the level of investment needed to successfully work with legacy
data from a site whose stratigraphical documentation was deemed poor. It is possible to conduct
this type of extensive study only if certain criteria are met with respect to the state of the
evidence available. Although the criteria are somewhat flexible, core elements that must be
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present include: the initial approach acknowledged deposits and stratigraphy as part of an
explicit excavation methodology; the documentation from the excavations has largely survived
and is accessible; the content of the votive deposits is available for reevaluation in store
rooms/museums; there are no ongoing studies or embargos preventing comprehensive review of
the evidence; and the site, including the finds, is well-published. These questions of availability
and accessibility informed my preliminary investigation into a selection of suitable case
studies—including Brauron, Epidaurus, and Kalydon—and led me choose Perachora as the most
promising example. Attempting to select a case study for analysis served to define my
methodology by providing me with a broader understanding of the inconsistencies and gaps in
the discussion of deposition for votive deposits across Greek sanctuaries; this also made me
aware to the broader need to reinvest our efforts in reconsidering common perceptions accepted
based on the extant state of the record.
My analysis embeds my discussion of deposition in the context of broader concerns about
what occurrences or circumstances were necessary to prompt the creation of a depositional
episode. Drawing interpretations from the identification of depositional episodes, I reconstructed
a depositional site history, reexamining what constituted the construction of deposits as part of
the proper upkeep of sanctuaries. By conducting the reconstruction in stages—moving from the
deposit, to depositional episodes, to site maintenance practices—I employed a methodological
approach that compiled the data prior to drawing conclusions from the evidence. Although these
perceptions of deposition and maintenance could be applied to secular contexts, the perception of
maintenance here is informed by approaches to the classification of deposition in sacred space,
particularly regarding votive deposits.
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Despite a focus on votive deposits as indicators of transition and the associated assemblages
as evidence for dedicatory practices and development, votive deposit remains a classification that
is a vague and difficult to define in the archaeological record. Although excavation
methodologies and questions have changed, it remains difficult, if not impossible, to easily select
Greek sanctuaries for which it is straightforward to identify the evidence needed to reconstruct
depositional practices using votive deposits.2484 Early investigators regarded votive deposits as
indicators of chronological phases and religious developments, as sources for votive objects that
could be studied as dedicatory assemblages, and as features reaffirming the boundaries and
delineation of sacred spaces.2485 This makes it difficult to establish what level of depositional
analysis is feasible for a site. While I have argued that the analysis will be informative in that it
inevitably provides a more comprehensive understanding of the stratigraphy for a site, this does
not guarantee insights that have the potential for substantially altering our understanding of the
site, as turned out to be the case with Perachora. Thus, in order to argue for the need to consider
a depositional approach as a valid avenue for progressing our understanding of religious centers,
I highlight here that the greater potential in reconsidering votive deposits using specific case
studies is associated with a concern with understanding broader practices, rather than just
instances of site-specific deposition.
My study shows that a comprehensive reconsideration of votive deposits through the lens of
site maintenance can both inform and transform the meaning and significance we have ascribed
to votive deposits and the associated assemblages. My approach does not dismiss the fact that
votive deposits are one of the most recognizable and distinguishable manifestations of actions in
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sacred space, but I argue that one must be aware of the problems inherent in early and present
classifications of these features. For instance, references to deposits and strata that are wellknown, such as the Kore Deposit on the Acropolis in Athens and the Black Stratum at Olympia,
provide examples of the widespread practice of “naming” deposits as part of the analytical and
interpretive conception of the archaeological record. While this system makes it easier to refer to
prominent deposits at a site, it employs context specific emphasis that can hinder our
understanding of deposition in deposits. In Perachora, for example, Payne’s reference to the
Egyptian Pit over-emphasizes the presence of Egyptian artifacts and plays down the importance
of non-Egyptian artifacts that were also part of the material assemblage. The title, which lacks a
chronological reference used for many of the other deposits from Perachora, reflects a deviation
in naming resulting from the difficulty in dating these materials. Using nicknames that do not
establish chronology is a practice we often see applied to concentrations of materials that stand
out not just on the basis of type, but owing to instances of accumulation and clustering that
obscure dating of portions of the assemblage, or where the desire is to emphasize the materials
over the dating of the feature. The Egyptian Deposit is also a good example to show that the
practice of naming is problematic when the delineation of the deposit is not as clear as the act of
naming suggests.
My association of burnt strata with reoccurring votive deposits begs the question whether
several of the episodes should be called votive deposits at all. The neglect to document the burnt
layers as independent episodes of deposition throughout the named deposits is a strong reminder
that not all instances of deposition at Perachora were exclusively comprised of dedications. The
maintenance producing these depositional episodes cannot be perceived of as just a clearing of
votives but must take into consideration how these remains were distinguished from the disposal
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of burnt debris, which also contained other materials. It is not just the deposition of votives, but
the whole series of processes and practices linked to the decision to deposit these materials that is
of note. However, these episodes can only be considered as evidence for an occurrence or
circumstance prompting disposal—such as reoccurring festivals and influxes of goods, the desire
to expand the operation space of the sanctuary, or a mechanism by which a labor source dealt
with votives and other remains—if our understanding of depositional practices is expanded to
encompass the array of practices occurring at various sites during an array of occupation phases.
11.3. Discussing Site Maintenance: Expanding Avenues Considered for Perachora
Having established why it is necessary to return to legacy data and the benefits of this
approach, I wish to establish what is different about the depositional approach taken in this study
and how expanding on the ideas considered for Perachora would change how we discuss site
maintenance. My approach asks questions about how a site-specific understanding of deposition
in votive deposits can inform our understanding of these deposits as a form of site maintenance.
This involves reconsidering notions of what constitutes depositional processes and replacing
these notions with a more nuanced understanding of the occasions or circumstances informing
maintenance.
Defining deposition in relation to maintenance as an action allows the depositional processes
represented within votive deposits to be described neutrally and permits cross-comparison of
deposits within and across sites. Identifying depositional practices differs from the identification
of occupation and activity areas as it focuses on patterns within and across deposits to trace
multiple lines of evidence without the objective of isolating a single interpretation of the
evidence. It cannot be assumed or dismissed that deposits composed of a similar matrix formed
because of similar spatiotemporal conditions and formation processes. However, my analysis of
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Perachora emphasized that similar depositional processes do not equate to the same depositional
event. Regardless of the date, size, nature, or other attributes of the deposit, the close
comparison of deposition provides a better understanding of the cumulative actions associated
with the management of a sacred site. By acknowledging the flexibility of depositional
classifications, it is possible to explore all potential linkages between the votive deposits at a
sanctuary.
My analysis went beyond the previous interpretations of votive deposits in that the content
and formation of each deposit was carefully established before far-reaching, interpretive
questions about the activities resulting in the creation of the deposits are addressed. The
evidence was not used to support and critique generalizations about deposition in votive deposits,
such as the notion that cheaper votives were present in large quantities, disposed of more
regularly, and generally treated as rubbish. Rather, analyzing votive deposits from a depositional
perspective allowed me to use the resulting data set to recreate and reevaluate practices that are
otherwise invisible in the archaeological record, such as how objects were stored, collected for
deposition, or treated as part of depositional practices. Even though it remains impossible to
identify the role of individual cult personnel, dedicants, and human agents in these contexts,
there is still a great deal that can be said about the unidentified individuals carrying out disposal
in sacred spaces. Multiple explanations are still possible, but my approach makes it feasible to
not only ask questions of the evidence, but to use a concrete data set to support individual,
plausible explanations. For instance, while recognized as indicative of the site’s wealth, the
number of dedications at Perachora is also indicative of a need for oversight and planning when
dealing with dedications as part of site maintenance. Also, the depositional practice of spreading
burnt remains on top of layers filled with votives, which seems to have been a common form of
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maintenance from the Geometric inception of the sanctuary down through the renovations in the
4th century B.C., may indicate that different types of offerings should not be mixed and had to be
handled separately. If this was the case at other sanctuaries in the Peloponnese or across Greece,
it would be possible to discuss the role of deposition in continuing to preserve the delineation of
the remains from these discrete practices.
The high concentrations of small objects being disposed of at the periphery, such as the
scarabs in the Egyptian Pit, raises questions about maintenance logistics and the labor force
necessary to carry out the on-going maintenance of the sanctuary, as well as the impact of object
usability and disposability on maintenance. If you need to clean out a large number of small
finds, how far are you willing to carry them? Do you wait to permanently dispose of them as part
of a larger building project, when you have a larger work force available? Were specific votives
or types of materials used preferably for specific activities, such as leveling the ground/preparing
the ground for new building? What affordances determined whether votives were stored in
collecting points or how long dedications, even broken ones, were permitted to linger in the
bounds of sacred space? The evidence at Perachora suggests disposal and maintenance of some
materials (which were transported, allowed to collect, and leveled) was reoccurring and
associated with the removal of remains not based on their size, but based on similarity in type
and possibly function. However, the concentration of like remains has been critiqued in early
investigations as a byproduct of a biased focus on remains of note to the excavator; closer
reconsideration of the association of types within episodes of deposition may suggest that this
clustering was evident as a product of dedicatory or storage practices that were preserved as part
of the maintenance activities associated with deposition.
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On the other hand, some deposition was single occurrence, reflecting less variance in the
assemblage that could be attributed to storage practices or the association of these materials with
a particular event, like the kalathoi in the Southeast Deposit or phialai in the Sacred Pool. In
these instances, it is also the timing and duration of deposition that must be considered as a facet
of planning associated with maintenance. For instance, the absence of extant architecture for the
Akraia II temple phase at Perachora is indicative of an occurrence that would have informed the
maintenance practices conducted in the area. The concentration of materials, which differs
drastically from the array of finds in the other deposits at the site, reflects a difference in
maintenance that must be discussed as representative of selective, rather than large-scale cleanout. Similarly, the disposal of the phialai in the Sacred Pool below layers of reoccurring
deposition seen on both terraces suggests a similar occurrence prompting selective clean-out.
Despite the difference in the nature of the assemblages, we must regard both as normative
aspects of site maintenance—even if those aspects are not fully accessible to us due to our
present understanding of deposition in sacred spaces.
While it is possible to ask new questions and provide new insights into perceptions of what is
proper—that is, traditional practices that would provide guidelines for deposition as
maintenance—there are also limiting factors to take into consideration. Subsidiary issues (such
as our limited understanding of the use-life of select votives, the storage of votives, and the
general function of the sanctuaries and associated spaces) make the interpretation of deposition
and votive deposits particularly challenging. However, the insights gained from using
maintenance as an avenue for investigating votive deposits do complement those gained from the
study of textual sources, and our ability to expound on this association can only be established
through more extensive depositional analysis at additional sacred centers.
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11.4. Maintenance in Sacred Space: Reframing Deposition
Sanctuaries are sacred spaces, but they are also places that need to be maintained in order to
function properly. As I have suggested in this dissertation, initial difficulties with reconstructing
maintenance practices from deposits were a result of the lack of explicit frameworks and
terminology that could be utilized for this study. I mitigated these issues by developing and
defining my own terminology that facilitates the study of deposition as the evidence for the
maintenance process resulting in the creation of a deposit. Most difficult was establishing which
attributes of deposition were within the purview of my analysis, as many could be studied more
universally; only then, was I able to determine the parameters for applying a depositional
approach to my case study. Attributes that emerged as central for discussing maintenance
included the classifications typically associated with the interpretation of how and why objects
were removed from circulation and incorporated into the record for disposal (e.g., grouping,
dumping, leveling, fragmentation, association, selection). My analysis of episodes from votive
deposits in conjunction with other evidence for deposition, allowed me to divorce my
interpretations from the use of the classification “votive deposit” that has isolated these features
from the broader discussion of stratigraphy. For Perachora, I concluded that the activities and
circumstances precipitating deposition—like the separation of votives and burnt remains spread
across the same areas—were indicative of on-going maintenance concerns, rather than historical
events.
My review supported the idea that when discussing deposition, a single characteristic, such
as object clusters, can be explained in different ways—many of which are informed by implicit
perceptions of the value and intention governing maintenance. However, my identification of
similar maintenance strategies informing the construction of deposits like the Sacred Pool and
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Southeast Deposits, which were contrasted as containing rich and cheap votives, respectively,
showed that we need to reframe modern assumptions about socio-economic and religious value
within the discussion of the evidence for deposition and maintenance. By divorcing the
discussion of value from initial considerations of votive deposits, other hitherto unestablished
similarities could be established for deposits in other sanctuaries. Consider hypothetical
explanations for a group of metal objects clustered together and how deposition could be used to
challenge or inform these conclusions. If interested in recycling, one could explain these objects
as a product of materials collected for reuse that were deemed unfit and never melted down or as
indicative of a cache meant to be reused; however, depositional analysis instead considers the
grouping in relation to the broader evidence to establish if metals were continually treated
differently, or if similar grouping was evident for other types, suggesting a maintenance practice
informed by function. When considered in isolation, metals promote a focus on wealth linked to
notions of value ascribed to recyclability. Meanwhile, clusters of cheaper materials, such as
small terracotta votives, are often discussed as rubbish despite providing evidence for a similar
depositional grouping. The readily available nature of the materials is linked to concerns about
the need to deal with accumulation in sacred contexts. In these interpretations, valuable
dedications are perceived of as having longer use lives or more significance that results in a long
use-life, while cheap objects are interpreted as being thrown out more readily and in greater
quantities. While these reconstructions are all worth considering, they show how the same set of
evidence can be used to support a range of interpretations when deposition is discussed abstractly
without acknowledgement of bias.
However, deposition complicates the picture by showing that the selection and concentration
of materials—no matter their type—reflected investment in the form of maintenance employed.
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As I have argued in respect to the depositional episodes indicative of a selection in type at
Perachora, the perception of select dedications in large-scale deposits as cheap may not be
accurate. The means of deposition can be explained as ranging from the collection of a specific
type of objects in a receptacle, such as a basket, that was emptied, to the immediate deposition of
votives intended to be deposited in association with an event. In both instances, the removal can
be interpreted as an intentional type of maintenance, or as a means of that cannot simply be
attributed to the need to maintain a certain level of cleanup in sacred spaces.
Considering deposition as part of full-scale maintenance practices means that I considered
deposits and depositional assemblages from a perspective focused on the cross comparison of a
range of attributes, rather than emphasizing a single aspect as significant. Addressing the
multifaceted nature of the evidence allowed me to acknowledge that deposition has a variety of
potential functions and cannot be treated as a standard practice resulting in the formation of an
easily identifiable deposit or depositional practice. Consider what depositional attributes are
indicative of cleaning out and how can we differentiate between different occasions prompting
these activities. In one context, votives are deposited in conjunction with architectural members
of buildings and are associated with the foundations of another building indicating disposal
associated with renovation. Thus, maintenance was necessary to remove the old materials that
were in the way of a new project. In another context, the materials are clustered in a natural
depression at the periphery of the site and the remains become progressively older towards the
bottom of the deposit. This suggests the materials accumulated over a long duration of time as
part of the ongoing maintenance of rubbish removal, or continual clean-out. While both
conclusions seem straightforward, as with the discussions of wealth proposed above, my
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depositional approach showed how these conclusions are based on a selective discussion of
deposition governed by generalized assumptions about maintenance practices.
Overall, my reconstruction of deposition at Perachora suggested that depositional practices
can be defined not only in respect to timeframe and location, but also in regard to other, less
visible criteria. One deposit contained predominantly complete vessels with few other votives or
material types. Another, which was allowed to heap up over time, contained a cluster of small
objects of the same type. Both deposits are indicative of maintenance practices governed by
unknown selection criteria that inform perceptions of what is proper in specific instances of
disposal. However, closer consideration of the full range of deposition indicates that the
characteristics typically assumed to represent different types of deposition, ranging from careful
to careless, are a result of similar practices resulting in the deposition of different assemblages
within similar depositional circumstances. While it is possible to interpret the clustering as a
result of the need to clear large numbers of the same cheap objects, I argued that it is more
beneficial to explore the evidence as indicative of investment in selection as a recognition of the
shared function of the objects. By disengaging votive deposits from the existing dialogue on
sacred space and approaching deposition as a form of action, which is governed by processes and
practices linked to management and maintenance, it was possible to explore new questions about
maintenance activities occurring in sacred spaces.
11.5. Levels of Inference: A Systematic Approach to Deposition
Reconsiderations of theoretical and methodological approaches throughout the history of the
discipline have emphasized how what sounds good in theory does not always work in practice.
One of the primary objectives of my study was to establish that while there is no single definition
of deposition or laundry list to establish the appropriate and sufficient documentation of a
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deposit, it is still possible to systematically draw inferences about depositional practices from the
archaeological record that are not conjecturally based. I used the three levels of inference to
structure my analysis, employing them as part of the framework permitting me to present a
comprehensive data set that can be critiqued or used to answer new/different high-level questions
without requiring extensive reinvestigation of the data amassed through low- and medium-level
inferences.
In the first phase of low-level reconstruction—deposition at the level of the deposit—I
defined the technical aspects informing the excavation and recognition of deposits, as well as
how documentation and publication impacted our understanding of the depositional attributes for
individual features. Doing so allowed me to establish the parameters for reconstructing
deposition using legacy data. While the application of low-level inference herein is defined by
the state of the record for Perachora, the comprehensive consideration of attributes of deposition
could be employed at any stage in the analysis of any site, making the approach pivotal to
consider for other excavations. As my approach promotes establishing a data set that is not
derived from an interest in answering a single, specific research question, I argue that it offers a
valid, logical model for structuring the initial documentation, consideration, and presentation of
the evidence for a site by defining deposition broadly as any indicator of the integration of
materials into the archaeological record.
In the second phase—the reconstruction of depositional episodes—I addressed deposition
using medium-level inference. This involved defining deposition in relation to the interpretation
of the stratigraphic evidence; rather than compiling the data set, I synthesized the evidence in
order to draw conclusions about the processes/practices/actions resulting in deposition, and thus,
the construction of deposits at Perachora as sequences of deposition. This differs from
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stratigraphic analysis in that my focus is on not just establishing the chronological relation of the
layers, but using the analysis to draw conclusions about how the actions and activities associated
with deposition are represented through the existing relationships. By defining deposition at this
phase as an interpretive construct that can be used as a tool to understand the episodes of
disposal represented at a site, my approach allowed me to revisit votive deposits and the
associated areas without the hinderances of assumptions about deposition occurring in sacred
spaces. By isolating deposition as reoccurring or single instance, and then progressing to the
discussion of additional parameters informing our understanding of the assemblage and layer
(e.g., clustering, transport, leveling), I provided new insights into the sequencing and relation of
depositional episodes represented at Perachora. This process is feasible for other sites, both new
and old, as my approach offers a flexible, but well-defined framework permitting the study of the
spectrum of depositional processes represented in the record. In the case of more recent
excavations, the use of a Harris Matrix to structure the approach would allow for the more
nuanced consideration of how multiple depositional episodes—or rather the on-going influence
of depositional and maintenance strategies—could be represented within a single stratigraphic
layer. For instance, the storage or transport of the same object types in baskets can be discussed
in respect to the grouping of materials within a layer, and the separation of remains can be
discussed in relation to the collecting points serving to facilitate this distinction up to the point of
leveling the heaps.
In the final phase of analysis—the high-level use of deposition to reconstruct maintenance—I
defined deposition as the product of maintenance activities. My focus on maintenance
necessitated understanding deposition as a human action; in order to do so, I investigated
depositional practices by drawing conclusions about all the depositional episodes across a site as
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part of a narrative explaining the state of the record. Working with legacy data required that I
revisit past interpretations of deposition as the action leading to the construction of deposits. I
demonstrated that my depositional approach enhanced our understanding of the maintenance of
sanctuaries despite drawbacks resulting from the limited documentation of depositional
attributes. Thus, this study contributes to sanctuary maintenance from an archaeological
perspective. More specifically, I critically discussed the degree to which objects and substances
found in deposits can be used to enrich our understanding of maintenance practices. Rather than
piecing together the evidence for deposition in Greek sanctuaries in its present form—which
would have required a less comprehensive approach to the reevaluation of the data sets and
resulted in a more restrictive focus on votive deposits— I choose to study in detail a sanctuary
that was well-known for its votive deposits. By expanding my approach to additional case
studies and applying a full-scale reconsideration of the deposition at other sites it would be
possible not only to delineate depositional episodes and histories that would be beneficial for
understanding those sites in their own right, but would provide a new picture of votive deposits
and depositional practices that would allow us to reevaluate our understanding of the treatment
of votives in Greek sacred spaces.
11.6. Outlook
The application of my methodology to the analysis of the deposits from Perachora has shown
the benefits of a depositional approach for understanding an archaeological site. In particular, I
have shown that several assumptions about the site need to be reconsidered, including the
similarities in deposition in deposits previously juxtaposed as different, and the reoccurring
separation and deposition of different substrates as part of the occupation rather than renovation
of the sanctuary. I have also demonstrated that returning to legacy data can explain how those
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assumptions arose initially, impacting subsequent analyses. I would therefore suggest that my
methodological framework can also be applied fruitfully to other Greek sanctuaries, regardless of
whether they were excavated recently or hundreds of years ago, as long as the documentation is
sufficient for reconsideration. The application of the depositional approach described here to
other sites in the future would allow the insights gained from Perachora to be put into
perspective. Only a broader study will help us determine, among other things, which of the
maintenance practices in Perachora followed local or regional traditions and which were
considered ‘best practice’ and widely applied throughout ancient Greece.
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Figures

Figure 1. Map of sanctuaries and sites in Greece. Gimatzidis 2011, fig. 1.
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Figure 2. Map of the sanctuaries and settlements in the Corinthia. Toley 1997, fig. 1.
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Figure 3. Map showing the relation between the Heraion at Perachora and Corinth. Ziskowski
and Lamp 2015, fig. 1.
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Figure 4. Map of the ancient and modern roads from the Heraion at Perachora. Tomlinson and
Demakopoulou 1985, fig. 1.

Figure 5. Map of the possible paths between the Heraion and sites on the peninsula. Sinn 1990,
Abb. 7.
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Figure 6. Map showing the Heraion, Lake Vouliagmeni, and the sites around the Isthmus.
Salmon 1972, fig. 15.

Figure 7. Map showing the Heraion and sites to the north and west. Hammond 1954, p. 94.
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Figure 8. Topographic plan of the Heraion Valley showing the areas associated with Hera Akraia and Hera Limenia. Features include
the temenos around the Hearth Building (indicated by the dotted line) and the associated structure (the Temple of Hera Limenia), the
Sacred Pool, and the two phases of the Temple of Hera Akraia by the harbor (Akraia I/Geometric, and Akraia III/6th century). Salmon
1972, fig. 1.
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Figure 9. Topographic plan of the Heraion Valley showing the major architcutural features. Features include: A. Geometric temple, B.
Hearth Building, C. Temenos wall, D. Sacred Pool, E. 6th century temple of Hera Akraia, F. Foundations attributed to the Early
Archiac temple (Akraia II), G. Fifth century cistern and drain, H. Hellenistic Cistern, and J. Hellenistic Hestiatorion. Dunbabin 1951,
fig. 1.
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Figure 10. Plan and section of the Heraion Valley. The plan includes features from all phases of occupation on the upper and lower
terraces. After Tomlinson 1992, figs. 1–2.
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Figure 11. Plan of the sanctuary of Perachora. After Skuse 2021, fig. 2.
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Figure 12. Plan of sanctuary of Perachora. Modified from Google Earth.
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Figure 13. View of the Heraion Valley looking west. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, General Views of Site, Temp 12. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.
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Figure 14. Plan of the promontory showing the archaeological remains identified in the primary excavations. Courtesy BSA Archive.
BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Site Plans, Temp 2b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
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Figure 15. Plan showing the location of the Circular Building with respect to the Heraion Valley. Tomlinson 1985, fig. 2.
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Figure 16. Topographic plan of the Perachora peninsula including the archaeological remains in
the Heraion Valley. Payne 1940, pl. 137.
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Figure 17a–b. View of the harbor from the east. Fig. 17a. Excavation of West Court in 1937. Fig. 17b. Modern view of harbor.
Waterhouse 1986, p. 31; Ziskowski and Lamp 2015, fig 5.

741

Figure 18. The modern Chapel of H. Nikolaos on the small, fortified acropolis to the east of the
site. Payne 1940, p 16, fig. 4a.
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Figure 19a–b. Chapel of St. John. Fig. 19a. The original location of the chapel above the Geometric temple. Fig. 19b. The location
where the chapel was rebuilt. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, General views of
harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Detail of Temp 6c; BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar,
Temp 4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 20. Map showing the relationships between sanctuaries and cities in the 8th century B.C.
The relationship between Corinth and Perachora is identified as that of a privileged citysanctuary. de Polignac 1994, p. 14, ill. 1.1.

744

Figure 21a–b. Coastal and inland routes from Corinth to the Heraion. Fig. 21a establishes points along the routes, while Fig. 21b
reconstructs how traversable the routes were. Ziskowski and Lamp 2015, fig. 2; Pettegrew 2013, fig. 2.

745

Figure 22a–b. View of Heraion Valley from the east. Fig. 22a. Close view of the upper terrace
prior to excavation. Fig. 22b. Distant view of the upper terrace and harbor prior to excavation.
Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion
Valley; Excavation of Hera Limenia, Temp 1a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.

746

Figure 23. View of the upper terrace from the west. The cistern and dining room between the
upper and lower terrace, an area sometimes referred to as the middle terrace, are visible in the
foreground. Payne 1940, pl. 4a.
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Figure 24. Plan of the area around the Triglyph Altar. Features include the stoa, triglyph altar,
pebble pavement, theatral stairway, Geometric temple (extant foundations are shown in darker
grey), and Chapel of St. John (shown using dotted lines to indicate its removal). After Payne
1940, pl. 139.

748

Figure 25. Terracotta architectural model from Perachora and reconstruction of the temple type.
After Payne 1940, p. 43, figs. 7–8.
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Figure 26. Pottery washing at Perachora, 1931 Season. Songu 2019, fig. 5.
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Figure 27. Plan of the lower terrace with Areas 1 and 2. Area 1, outlined in yellow, contained the Helladic, Geometric, and Fibula
Deposits. Features in the area include the Chapel of St. John, Triglyph Altar, Stoa, Apsidal/Geometric temple foundations, and the
terrazza/pebble pavement. The Chapel of St. John is shown in its secondary location. Area 2, outlined in red, contained the Akraia and
Southeastern Deposits. Features include the 6th century temple, lime kiln, West Court, and Roman house. After Tomlinson 1992, fig.
1a.
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Figure 28. Section of the lower terrace looking north from the harbor. Area 1 is outlined in yellow. After Tomlinson 1992, fig. 1b.

752

Figure 29. The architecture to the north of the harbor on the lower terrace. The orientation of the altar and the 6th century temple is
shown using a dotted line, and the extent of the paving around the altar and stoa is indicated by stippling. Plommer and Salviat 1966,
fig. 1.
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Figure 30. Section around the triglyph altar and Geometric temple. The Geometric (vertical hashing) and Prehistoric/Helladic
(diagonal hashing) Deposits are identified to the north of the Geometric temple and to the south of the triglyph altar. After Payne
1940, pl. 139.
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Figure 31a–b. Details of a canceled section around the triglyph altar and Geometric temple; the
coloring indicates reconsideration of the extent of the Geometric (red) and Helladic (blue)
Deposits prior to the publication of the plan in Perachora I (Payne 1940, pl. 139). Fig. 31a.
Detail of the Geometric and Helladic layers between the altar and temple. Fig. 31b. Detail of
Geometric and Helladic Deposits to the north of the Geometric temple. Courtesy BSA Archive.
After PER 79, Details of Section Drawing of Altar/Cancelled and Redrawn. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 32. View of the stoa, altar, modern road, and Chapel of St. John in its original location. Original of image published in
modified form in BSA 1931–1932, p. 261. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Stoa,
Temp 5. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 33a–b. Reconstructions of the location of Fibula Deposit. Fig. 33a. Menadier’s
reconstruction of the location of the Fibula Deposit; she indicates the location with hatching and
an added label. Menadier 1995, p. 337, fig. 74. Fig. 33b. Proposed reconstruction of the expanse
of the deposit based on a change in the point of measurement from the interior to exterior of the
temple wall. After Payne 1940, pl. 139.
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Figure 34a–b. The area around the altar. Fig. 34a. Reconstruction of the approximate location of
the Geometric Deposit. Fig 34b. Trenches/pits excavated to the south, southwest, and west of the
altar. After BSA 1932–1933, p. 213, fig. 1.
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1

Figure 35. South Altar Pit. Section of the excavations to the south of the altar. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 5, p. 38. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

759

Figure 36a–b. Section and plan of triglyph altar. Fig. 36a. Section of the south end of the altar
showing the terrazza (pebble pavement), altar blocks, and plinth. Fig. 36b. Top plan with the
southern end of the altar, which is the area depicted in Fig. 36a, outlined in yellow. Courtesy
BSA Archive. After PER 5, p. 5. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens;
After Payne 1940, pl. 130.

760

Figure 37. Southwest Altar Pit. Section of pit excavated to the west of the South Altar Pit. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 5, p. 37.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 38. West Altar Pit. Top plan and section showing Pavers A and B. The top plan includes the western side of the altar plinth
(stylobate) and paving immediately west of altar. The shading on the top plan and section indicates the burnt strosis. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After PER 5, p. 45. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

762

Figure 39. West Altar Pit. Top plan showing the excavations around Pavers A and B. The
relation between the pavers and boulders/bedrock below is outlined. Courtesy BSA Archive.
After PER 5, p. 49. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 40. West Altar Pit. Section of west end of pit showing the slope of the boulders and burnt layer. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5,
p. 43. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 41. West Altar Pit. Section of pit from the west. The west side of the altar plinth is shown
as well as the boulders/bedrock and burnt strosis. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 50.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 42. West Altar Pit. Section of east end of the pit including the documentation of finds.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 44. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.

766

Figure 43a–b. Restoration of the area around the triglyph altar. Fig. 43a. Plan of the altar as
restored by Payne. Fig. 43b. Modifications to the restoration of the altar proposed by Salviat.
After Plommer and Salviat 1966, fig. 2.
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Figure 44. Top plan of lower terrace. The extent of the pebble pavement, outlined in red, was exposed in the 1932 season. After Payne
1940, pl. 138.
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Figure 45. View of triglyph altar from east. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl. 6b and BCH 1937, p. 433, fig. 13. Courtesy
BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Geometric Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 2. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 46. View of the stoa from the northeast showing the extent of the paving on the northsouth arm. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 2. Reproduced with permission
of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 47. Area between the stoa and 6th century temple of Hera Akraia. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 40. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 48. View from the west of the 6th century temple, paving, triglyph altar, Chapel of St.
John, stoa, and modern terracing. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site
and Architecture, General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 4. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 49. View from the east of the stoa, triglyph altar, 6th century temple, and West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study
Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 3b. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 50. Section drawing showing the span from the corner of the Chapel of St. John down to the pebble pavement. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 5, p. 39. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 51a–b. The excavation around the Chapel of St. John. Fig. 51a.The architectural elements and rubble found in the fill above the
paving. Fig. 20b. The organization of the architectural elements for study. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
Site and Architecture, General views of harbor area and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 6b–c. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

775

Figure 52. Section of the fill above the stoa. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 30. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 53. Sketch of the location of architectural fragments from the stoa in the fill above the
terrazza. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 31. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
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Figure 54. Description from Payne’s manuscript of a rim from the Geometric Deposit. The blue
line denotes entries used in the final publication. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 17, p. 2.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

One-handled Cup
Manuscript
Mug with vertical rim. There was only one
handle. Green clay, dark brown varnish.
Varnished inside only at rim. On the base, a
cross in orange paint, as in pl. _. Very thick
fabric. Found in the lower part of the Geometric
Deposit. BSA Archive PER 17, p. 2.

Publication
Greenish-grey clay, dark varnish. Inside,
varnished only at the rim. On the base, a
cross in orange paint, as in pl. 13, 18. Very
thick fabric; probably fairly early. Payne
1940, p. 60.

Figure 55. Comparison of the descriptions of a one-handled cup from the manuscript and
publication. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 17, p. 2; Payne 1940, p. 60.

Kalathos
Manuscript
Buff clay, good red varnish. On the rim, vertical
bars. Is the same system of decoration on the
interior. Found at the top of the Geometric
Deposit, a little below the altar foundations; in
style and fabric, late geometric. BSA Archive
PER 17, p. 4.

Publication
Buff clay, reddish varnish. The decoration
of the interior is similar to that of the
exterior. An exceptionally large vase of
good technique. Late geometric. Payne
1940, p. 60, pl. 14.5.

Figure 56. Comparison of the descriptions of a kalathos from the manuscript and publication.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 17, p. 4; Payne 1940, p. 60, pl. 14.5.
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Figure 57. Finds from the area of the 2nd and 3rd Block, W. of Altar from a depth of 0–75.
Classified in inventory as Area 19. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-Leaf Sheets, Inv. No.
19. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 58. The 6th century temple and northwestern half of the West Court. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, General views of harbor area
and Temple of Hera Akraia, Temp 1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.

779

Figure 59a–b. West Court from the northeast. Fig. 59a is the original and Fig. 59b is the
published version. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Agora, Temp 13. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens;
Payne 1940, pl. 3b.
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Figure 60. View of harbor, West Court, and north end of the 6th century temple prior to the
excavations of the West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, PerachoraTerracotta and Ivory, ‘Photographs of site-duplicates’ (envelope): Temp 1. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 61. Plan of the architecture in the West Court including the removed Roman house. After Coulton 1967, fig. 1.

782

Figure 62. Plan showing the distance between the southwest corner of the 6th century temple and
the northern wall of the West Court, as well as the preserved courses of the north wall. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 87, p. 9. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 63a–d. Coulton’s reconstruction of the four main phases in the West Court: A) enclosure
of open space, B) west orthostat wall, portico, and benches, C) north and east orthostat wall, D)
Roman house. Coulton 1967, fig. 12.
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Figure 64. Coulton’s reconstruction of the Roman phase in the West Court. Coulton 1967, fig.
11.
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Figure 65. Plan by Brock of south wall of the Roman house. The section documents the
difference in the depth of the foundations. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 43. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

786

Figure 66a–c. The layout of the Roman house. Fig. 66a–b shows the difference in the depth of the foundations of the Roman house
moving from the southern to the northern end of the wall. The dotted line in Fig. 66c indicates the trajactory of accumulation after the
collapse of the west polygonal wall and southwest polygonal wall, but prior to the construction of the house. After Coulton 1967, fig.
10; Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 3, p. 43. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens; After Coulton 1967, fig.
11.
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Figure 67. West wall of the Roman house and collapsed wall blocks from the west wall of the
West Court. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Agora, Temp 2. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 68. Statue base in 6th century temple. Payne 1940, pl. 5.
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Figure 69. Gold objects from below the statue base. After Payne 1940, pl. 84.
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Figure 70. Plan of Roman house and eastern wall collapse. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 3.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 71. Plan showing North Room, Lamp Room, and South Room of the Roman house. The
datum point is highlighted in red. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 3, p. 27. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 72. Partially excavated Roman House. The South Room (1) and Lamp Room (2) have
been cleared, while the North Room (3) is unexcavated. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA
Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Views of Harbor, Temp 3. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 73. Section showing the layers below the collapse of the west orthostat wall and around the portico in the West Court. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 23. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 74. Plan by Brock deliniating the pits/trenches (A–F) used to excavate the area to the
southeast of the Roman house. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 33. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 75. Plan by Brock delineating the excavations to the southeast of the Roman house. The plan includes the southern three rooms
of the Roman House, Trenches E and F, two unlabeled trenches, the bench of the southwest wall, and the Roman oven complex.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 37. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

796

Figure 76a–c. Trenches used to excavate to the southeast of the Roman House in the 1933 Season. Fig. 76a. Photograph of in progress
excavations. Fig. 76b–c. Plans from Brock’s field notebook (PER 3) outlining the trenches used to excavate the area. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Views of Harbor, Temp 3; PER 3, pp. 33, 37. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

797

Figure 77a–b. Labeled trenches to the southest of the Roman House. Fig. 77a. Unexcavated areas and unnamed trenches. Fig 77b.
Locations of trenches A–F based on plans from Brock’s notebook (PER 3). Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection,
Perachora: Site and Architecture, Views of Harbour, Temp 3. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 78. Layers below courses A and B of the west orthstate wall in the West Court. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 12. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 79. Drawing of collapsed blocks of west orthostate wall and reconstructed wall. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 14. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 80. In situ collapsed wall blocks from the west wall of the West Court. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 3b. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 81. In-progress excavation of the West Court walls. Photograph taken by Alan Blakeway in the 1930s; sent to BSA in 1992 by
Boardman. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.5a. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
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Figure 82a–c. Exposed collapse of the west wall in the West Court. Clusters of tiles, small
stones, and ceramics, circled in yellow, are indicative of the collection and treatment of finds
during the excavations. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Agora, Temp 6; Temp 7a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.
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Figure 83. Excavations in the West Court showing the removal of soil from around wall blocks.
Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp
10. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 84. Collapsed wall blocks shown in fill. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection,
Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 11. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
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Figure 85. The foundations and the preserved courses of the north wall of the West Court.
Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp
3c. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 86. Excavation of the southern end of the West Court. Photograph taken by Alan
Blakeway in the 1930s (likely 1932 Season); sent to BSA in 1992 by Boardman. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.4b. Reproduced with permission
of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 87a–b. Excavation of the West Court. Fig. 87a. Sketch of trenches/pits excavated to the north of the West Court, between the
north wall and the 6th century temple. Fig 87b. In-progress excavation of the area to the north of the north wall; area from field
notebook outlined in yellow. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 29; After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Terracotta and Ivory,
‘Photographs of site-duplicates’ (envelope), Detail of Temp 2. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

806

Figure 88a–b. View of harbor, West Court, and 6th century temple. The test trenches excavated
between the West Court and temple (Fig 88a) and behind the temple (Fig 88b) are marked by red
arrows. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Views of Harbour, Temp 5; After PER Uncatologued, Temp 3, Harbour and Promentory, Temp
3.4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

807

Figure 89. In-progress dismanteling of the southern room of the Roman house and cleaning of West Court in 1939. View from the
southeast. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 12a. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 90. Cleaning of West Court in 1939. View from the northwest showing the southwest and
southeast polygonal walls, bench, and the line of the southwest portico. Courtesy BSA Archive.
BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Agora, Temp 12b. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

809

Figure 91. Top plan of the Southeast Deposit. The dotted lines along the wall deliniate the portions of the deposit to the east and west
of the Southeast Polygonal Wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 49. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 92. Section of undisturbed Southeast Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 3, p. 48.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 93. Section of Trench C. The disturbed portion of the Southeast Deposit. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 3, p. 41. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

812

Figure 94. Title page summarizing the finds from the area to the west of the altar, above the
depth of 43. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.

Figure 95. Title page summarizing the finds from the area excavated to the west of the altar
below the terrazza and Blocks 2 and 3. The area was excavated to a depth of 75. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.

813

Figure 96. Title page summarizing finds from the area under the terrazza to the west of altar. The
area was excavated to a depth of 75. Inventoried as Area 26. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26,
Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

814

Figure 97. Section to the west of the altar below Blocks 2 and 3. The area was excavated to a
depth of 75. Inventoried as Area 19. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No.
19. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

815

Figure 98a–c. Finds from Area B+. The finds come from the area to the west of the altar under
the terrazza, below 0.70 meters. Fig. 9a. The title page summarizing the finds as nearly all Early
Helladic. Fig. 9b–c. Drawings of finds from the lowest section of Area B+. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheet (title page); PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. B+.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

816

Figure 99. Finds from the last strosis to the south of St. John, or Area A++. The finds come from
below a depth of 1.20. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. A++.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 100. Title page and finds from Area 26 from below a depth of 75. To the west of the altar,
below the 2nd and 3rd blocks. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

817

Figure 101a–b. Geometric foundations, Temple of Hera Akraia I. Fig. 101a. The uppermost level of the foundations. Fig. 101b. The
partially excavated foundations. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and Architecture, Geometric Temple
of Hera Akraia, Temp 1a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 102. View of the foundations of the Geometric temple, denoted by yellow arrows, from
the southeast of the altar. Published in modified form in Payne 1940: Pl. 6a. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 8.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 103. Akraia I/Geometric temple foundations. Section from the south of the foundations. A
layer of EH pebbles is identified at the base of the foudations. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21,
p. 4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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Figure 104. Ceramic shapes from the Akraia I/Geometric Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.

821

Figure 105a–b. Triglyph altar and paving. Fig. 105a. View of the altar from the west. Fig. 105b.
View of the altar from the southwest. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 6a; Temp 9. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.
822

Figure 106. Finds from the area of the altar from below a depth of 1 meter. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with permission
of the British School at Athens.

823

Figure 107. Title page summarizing the finds from under the southwest terrazza below the depth of 1.20 meters. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

824

Figure 108. Finds from the center of the terrace to the south of the altar/terrazza. From a depth of 70–100. Inventoried as Area 7.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 7. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

825

Figure 109. Finds with no provenance. Inventoried as Area 25. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26,
Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 25. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

826

Figure 110. View of the altar and paving from southwest. The blocks to the west of the altar,
below the pebble paving, are outlined in yellow. The level of the surface established to the south
and southwest of the altar, where the paving was absent, are outlined in purple. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp
6a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

827

Figure 111. Finds from between the boulders to west of altar at a depth of 125–150. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

828

Figure 112. Finds from around the boulders at a depth of 125–140. Inventoried as Area 17.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 17. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.

829

Figure 113. Finds from south of the terrazza, above the boulders. Inventoried as Area 18. PER
26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 18. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

830

Figure 114. Middle section in front of terrazza from a depth of 0–35. Inventoried as Area B++. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26,
Loose-Leaf Sheets, Inv. No. B++. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

831

Figure 115. Title page for finds from two trays from the area to the south of the altar up to a
depth of 0.50 meters. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 116. Title page outlining the finds from the burnt strosis on the south side of the trench
excavated to the south of the cella of St. John. Depth of 1 meter. Inventoried as Area 27.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 27. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.

832

Figure 117. Finds from the burnt section excavated to the south of the Chapel of St John. Inventoried as Area 27. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 27. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

833

Figure 118. View from the south of the altar and fill behind the altar prior to the removal of the
Chapel of St. John. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection. Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.

834

Figure 119. The excavations of the areas without paving to the south of the altar, denoted by a
yellow arrow, and to the west of the altar, denoted by a red arrow. Courtesy BSA Archive. After
BSA Study Collection. After Perachora: Site and Architecture, Triglyph Altar, Temp 7.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

835

Figure 120. Finds from the area to the south of the altar, below the white floor, at a depth of 0–100. Inventoried as Area A+. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. A+. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

836

Figure 121. Finds from below the white stratum in the area to the south of terrazza and the south
extension of the Chapel of St. John. Middle section, or depth of 35–70. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 25, Loose-leaf Sheets, Miscellaneous/Unnumbered. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

837

Figure 122. Finds from the middle section to the south of terrazza at a depth of 35–70.
Inventoried as Area 14. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 14.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

838

Figure 123. Finds from the south extension of terrazza trench, below white clay. Inventoried as Area 22. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 22. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

839

Figure 124. Finds from the south extension of terrazza, below the white clay. Inventoried as Area 21. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26,
Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 21. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

840

Figure 125. Finds from the south extension of terrazza trench above white clay. Inventoried as Area 31. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 31. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 126. Finds from the area to the west of the altar. Inventoried as Area 26. Notes document joins between the finds from Area 26,
the area to the west of the altar below 75, and Area A+ (the area to the south of the altar below the white floor). Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

841

Figure 127. Finds from below the altar on the first day of excavations. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets,
Below Altar, 1st day of Excavations. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

842

Figure 128. Finds from the first level below the altar. Inventoried as Area 23. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf
Sheets, Inv. No. 23. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

843

Figure 129. Finds from the area below the altar below a depth of 73. Inventoried as Area 10.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 10. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

844

Figure 130. Finds from below altar foundations at a depth of 1–100. Courtesy BSA Archive.
PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Below Altar, 1–100. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

845

Figure 131. Skyphoi/cup fragments from the south extension of terrazza. Inventoried as Area 31.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 31. Reproduced with permission of
the British School at Athens.

846

Figure 132. Deep bowls and cup fragments from west of the altar. Inventoried as Area 26. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of
Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 26. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

847

Figure 133. Finds from the area of the Chapel of St. John that are part of the Fibula Deposit.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, St. John. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

848

Figure 134. Plans of Southeast Deposit. The detail from Brock’s field notebook was the source for Coulton’s plan of the West Court.
Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 3, p. 49. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens. After Coulton 1967, fig. 1.

849

Figure 135. View of West Court during the in-progress re-excavations in 1964. The area of the Southeast Polygonal Wall and
Southeast Deposit, circled in yellow, shows the amount of fill and disturbance. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER 52a. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

850

Figure 136. Isometric view of 6th century temple. Payne 1940, pl. 125.

851

Figure 137a–b. 6th century temple foundations. Fig. 137a. South stylobate of temple with bedrock beddings. Fig. 137b. North stylobate
foundations with setting line. Menadier 1995, figs. 2 and 3.

852

Figure 138. Argive handmade bowl from Closed Deposit, or the Southeast Deposit. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 25, Detail of Loose-leaf Sheets, Closed Deposit. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

Figure 139. Ceramic from Closed Deposit, or Southeast Deposit. Published in Payne 1940, p. 94,
pl. 30.2. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 24, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, C.D. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

853

Figure 140. Details of drawing of ceramics from the Closed Deposit, or Southeast Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 24, Details of
Loose-leaf Sheets, C.D. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

854

Figure 141. Details of drawings of unpublished vessels from the Closed Deposit, or Southeast
Deposit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 24, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, C.D. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

855

Figure 142. Details of drawings of ceramics from the east part of the Akraia Deposit to a depth
of 60. Inventoried as Area 32. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv.
No. 32. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

856

Figure 143. Ceramics from the east part of the Akraia Deposit to a depth of 60. Inventoried as
Area 20. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 20. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

857

Figure 144. Details of finds from east part of Akraia to a depth of 60. Inventoried as Area 30. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 26, Details
of Loose-leaf Sheets, Inv. No. 30. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

858

Figure 145. Plan of the upper terrace with Area 3 outlined in yellow. Area 3 contained the Limenia Deposit, Sacred Pool, and
Egyptian Deposit. Additional features contained within the area include the Sacred Pool, the Hearth Building (Temple of Hera
Limenia), the Polygonal Wall, the Bastion, stairway, and the temenos walls. After Tomlinson 1992, fig. 2.

859

Figure 146. Top plan of the upper portion of the site. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.

860

Figure 147. Topographic plan of the Heraion Valley. Area 3 is outlined in red. After Payne 1940, pl. 137.

861

Figure 148. Sinn’s subdivision of the Perachora peninsula into three areas: A) The Sacred Center/Heraion, B) Auxiliary Area for the
Heraion, and c) Sacred Catchment Zone. Sinn 1990, Abb. 6.

862

Figure 149. Plan and section of the upper terrace. Tomlinson 1992, Fig 2.3.

863

Figure 150. Section of upper terrace. The architecture shown includes the temenos, Hearth Building (temple and altar), polygonal
wall, houses, steps, the cistern north of the steps, and the drains. Four strata are established including the modern ground level, 5th
century level, Protocorinthian level, and sterio. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.

864

Figure 151. Hearth Building from the northeast. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl.
7a. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of
Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp 6. Reproduced with permission of the British School at
Athens.

865

Figure 152. Plan showing the size (25x30 meters to scale) and location (approximate) of the area defined by Payne as the temenos in
blue. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.

866

Figure 153. View of the western end of the upper terrace showing the eastern ashlar wall and bastion. Courtesy BSA Archive. After
BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 1a.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

867

Figure 154. Section of the steps and area of Sacred Pool. A) Archaic Retaining Walls; B and C) Retaining wall and staircase of the
Early 4th century B.C.; D) Pit filled with votive rubble, so-called Sacred Pool. Sinn 1990, Abb. 4.

868

Figure 155. Top plan showing the smaller extent established for the Limenia Deposit in blue and the “extension” of the deposit to the
west in red. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.

869

Figure 156. Reconstruction of the pits on the upper terrace. Menadier 1995, fig. 82.

870

Figure 157. Detail of western slope showing the Protocorinthian, Archaic/5th Century, and Post-Classical levels. The two question
marks designate areas where the labeling and continuation of the lines is difficult to establish. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.

871

Figure 158. Plan showing a rough sketch of the relationship between Pits A and B. The Heraeum Wall is the eastern 5th century Ashlar
Wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 5. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

872

Figure 159. Pits A–E on the Upper Terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 8a. Reproduced with permission of the British School
at Athens.

873

Figure 160. Sketch of architecture west of the polygonal wall and east of the eastern ashlar wall
on upper terrace. The architecture includes the Late (Roman) Wall, and Walls A1/B1/A2.
Includes documentation of Pit B, the burnt strosis, and finds. Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER
1, p. 10a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

874

Figure 161. Sketch outlining the excavation of the area to the west of the Polygonal Wall in three sections, including the East, Middle,
and West Sections. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 30a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

875

Figure 162. Excavations to the east and west of the polygonal wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site
and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp 3. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

876

Figure 163. Section of Pit B showing the depth and span of several layers. Pit A is also noted indicating the presence of the Attic layer
in the nearby pit. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 6a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

877

Figure 164. Sacrificial Pit in Egyptian Area. Plan of the area around the Hearth Building showing various features. Courtesy BSA
Archive. After PER 1, p. 21a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

878

Figure 165. Section of the upper terrace showing the relationship between the Hearth Building, Polygonal Wall, and Walls A1/B1/A2.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 56. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

879

Figure 166. The area to the west of the polygonal wall including Walls A1/B1/A2, the Roman House, and the eastern ashlar wall.
Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp
5c. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

880

Figure 167. Section of stratigraphy around the western end of Wall A1. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 57. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

881

Figure 168a–b. Excavations of area around Hearth Building and polygonal wall. Fig. 168a. View from the northeast. Fig. 168b. View
from north. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and
Temenos, Temp 5a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

882

Figure 169. Detail of Wall G of the Hearth Building. Also referred to as Mousaki’s Pit, or Pit G. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 12.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

883

Figure 170. North-south section of the area around the Hearth Building. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, Loose Sheet A. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

884

Figure 171. Section of the area around the Hearth Building, possibly east-west of the same area shown in Figure 28. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 1, Loose Sheet B. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

885

Figure 172. Top plan showing Pit H and the surrounding features including Wall G, the Polygonal Wall, and Early Wall. Finds are
ascribed to various areas. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, p. 19a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

886

Figure 173a–b. Hearth Building from the northeast. Fig. 173a. Extent of the preserved walls of the Hearth Building; published in
modified form in Payne 1940, pl 7b. Fig. 173b. Northeastern corner of the building, or Wall G. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study
Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos, Temp 4a–b. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

887

Figure 174. Partially excavated interior of the Hearth Building from the northeast including the
exposed hearth. Published in modified form in Payne 1940, pl 7c. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA
Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Temple of Hera Limenia and Temenos,
Temp 7. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

888

Figure 175. Sketch from manuscript reconstructing the stratigraphy on the upper terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 22.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

889

Figure 176a–b. Sketches from Payne’s manuscript showing different reconstructions of the stratigraphy around the Hearth Building.
Fig. 176a. Three sketches of the same area showing the relation of the levels to the Hearth Building and Polygonal Wall. Fig. 176b.
Reconstruction of strata and dating of the layers. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 22; After PER 21, p. 23. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

890

Figure 177. Section of upper portion of terrace showing “outlined” layers. The layers are not clearly labeled making it necessary to
assume the upper layer is identified as mixed Post-Classical and Archaic. After Payne 1940, pl. 140.

Figure 178. Stratigraphy of northwest corner of Hearth Building. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. 58. Reproduced with permission
of the British School at Athens.

891

Figure 179. View of the western end of the Upper Terrace showing the retaining walls, steps, stone drain, and potential location of the
Sacred Pool. A spoil heap is visible in the area of the Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
Site and Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 1b. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.

892

Figure 180. Section of the steps and boundary wall including the stratigraphy in the area of the Bronze Pit, or Sacred Pool. Courtesy
BSA Archive. PER 5, p. D.1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

893

Figure 181. Plan of the excavations in the area of the Sacred Pool documenting the stairway, stone drain, inner circle, and pits used to
excavate the Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. E. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

894

Figure 182. Section and notes outlining the relationship between the steps above the Sacred Pool and boundary wall of the steps.
Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. D. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

895

Figure 183. Plan of the steps from the west showing the hypothetical continuation of the steps, the preserved steps, and the
stratigraphy around the lower portion of the stairs. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, pp. C–C.1. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

896

Figure 184. Plans showing the angle of the mud layer between the steps and inner wall. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. E.1.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

897

Figure 185a–c. Steps to upper terrace. Fig. 185a. Stairs from the southwest, including the boundary wall to the north. Fig. 185b. Stairs
from the northwest, including level of accumulation to the south above the stairs. Fig. 185c. Stairs from the south, including the rubble
packing below the stairs. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps,
Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 13a–c. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

898

Figure 186a–b. Plans of Step B. Fig 186a. Foundations below stairs and layer of fill separating
the foundation and step. Fig. 186b. Foundations in relation to slope below Step B. Courtesy BSA
Archive. PER 5, pp. A, B. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

899

Figure 187. Top plan and section of the excavations between the oval cistern (double apsidal
cistern) and Hellenistic house (hestiatorion). Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 5, p. G. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

900

Figure 188. Plan of catch-pit/cistern to the north of the stairs. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 87, p.
22. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

901

Figure 189. Detail of the intersection of the clay and stone drain from the catch-pit on the upper terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
87, p. 6. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

902

Figure 190a–b. Views of the catchpit to the north of the stairway showing the plaster floor. Fig. 190a. View from the north; a portion
of the steps and “inner circle” are visible. Fig. 190b. View from the south. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora:
Site and Architecture, Catchpit and Drain, Temp 3a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

903

Figure 191a–c. In-progress excavation of catchpit and drain. Fig. 191a. View of catchpit, clay
pipe, and steps. Fig. 191b. Intersection of clay and stone pipe. Fig. 191c. Completely exposed
clay pipe. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture,
Catchpit and Drain, Temp 9a–c. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

904

Figure 192. The excavations in the area of the Sacred Pool. The corner of the retaining wall, a spoil heap, and portion of the stone
drain are visible. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion Valley; Excavation of
Hera Limenia, Temp 5a. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

905

Figure 193. Section of the upper terrace and a detail of the area around the stairs. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 79, Details of draft of
section of site. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

906

Figure 194. Section of the stone drain showing Blocks 6–8, or the area associated with the Sacred Pool. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
21, p. 50. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

907

Figure 195. Reconstruction of the architecture on the upper terrace, with a detail of the area of the Sacred Pool sketched above. No
legend clarifying symbols was included in Payne’s notes. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 22, p. 7. Reproduced with permission of the
British School at Athens.

908

Figure 196. Drawing of the stratigraphy of the Sacred Pool from Payne’s manuscript. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 21, p. 47.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

909

Figure 197. Detail of the draft of the section of the upper terrace. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER Uncatalogued, Temp 1, Map, Section
of stairs, Temp 1. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

910

Figure 198a–b. In-progress excavations of the feature identified as the inner circle in the area near the Sacred Pool. View from west.
Fig. 198a. View of staggered excavation of the different areas. Fig. 198b. View of excavation to the east of inner circle. Courtesy BSA
Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion Valley; Excavation of H. Limenia, Temp 5b; BSA Study
Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 9a. Reproduced with
permission of the British School at Athens.

911

Figure 199a–b. Excavations to the south in the area of the Sacred Pool. Photographs of in-progess excavation of the same area on the
same day. Fig 199a. Photograph taken by Alan Blakeway in the 1930s; sent to BSA in 1992 by Boardman. Courtesy BSA Archive.
BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 9b; PER
Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.4d. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

912

Figure 200a–b. In situ phiale in the Sacred Pool. Fig. 200a. The expansion of the excavated area at the level of the uncovered phiale.
Fig. 200b. View of the phiale along the unexcavated edge. Courtesy BSA Archive. BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and
Architecture, Retaining Walls, Steps, Hellenistic Houses, Sacred Pool, Temp 16a–b. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.
913

Figure 201. Excavation of the Sacred Pool. Two in situ phialai, circled in yellow, are being exposed. After Dunbabin 1951, fig. 2.

914

Figure 202. Excavations at the base of the stairs to the north. Image sent by Boardman to BSA in
1992, originally taken by Alan Blakeway in the 1930s. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER
Uncatalogued, Temp 2, Boardman 1992, Temp 2.1b. Reproduced with permission of the British
School at Athens.

915

Figure 203a–b. The excavation of the Sacred Pool. Fig. 203a. The early investigation and associated spoil heaps. Fig. 203b. The
expansion of the excavations with a ramp for accessing the trench and removing the excavated materials. Courtesy BSA Archive.
After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Heraion Valley; Excavation of H. Limenia, Temp 4a–b. Reproduced
with permission of the British School at Athens.

916

Figure 204. View looking towards the upper terrace from the west. Visible are the hestiatorion and cistern in the foreground, a spoil
heap in the middle ground, and the stairs, bastion, and other architecture in the background. Published in modified form in Payne
1940, 4a. Courtesy BSA Archive. After BSA Study Collection, Perachora: Site and Architecture, Hellenistic Cistern and House, Temp
4. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

917

Figure 205a–b. The Hearth Building and Polygonal Wall. Fig. 205a. Relation of architecture in initial excavations around Hearth
Building. Fig. 205b. Reconstruction of the excavations around the Hearth Building. Courtesy BSA Archive. PER 1, pp. 21a, 19a.
Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

918

Figure 206. Vases from the Protocorinthian Stratum of the Egyptian Pit. Two of the examples were able to be correlated with the
object numbers assigned in Perachora II, Vase 127 and Vase 205 (Dunbabin 1926, no. 127, 205). Courtesy BSA Archive. After PER
1, p. 18. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

919

Figure 207a–b. Vase from the Protocorinthian Stratum of the Egyptian Pit. The identifier EG PIT, circled in red, is written on the base
in pencil along with the numbers 133 and 127. Fig. 207a, Copyright Eleftherios Galanopoulos, Head Photographer at
the National Archaeological Museum of Athens; Fig. 207b, Personal Photograph. Courtesy of National Archaeological Museum of
Athens and BSA. Perachora, Storage, Vase 127. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.

920

Figure 208a–b. Vase from the Protocorinthian Stratum of the Egyptian Pit. The identifier EG, circled in red, is written on the base in
pencil. The base is also labeled with the acquisition number 205. Fig. 208a, Copyright Eleftherios Galanopoulos, Head Photographer
at the National Archaeological Museum of Athens. Fig. 208b, Personal Photograph. Courtesy of National Archaeological Museum of
Athens and BSA. Perachora, Storage, Vase 205. Reproduced with permission of the British School at Athens.
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